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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
“As the value of residential real estate in the United States has boomed during the past decade, the 
affordability of housing has decreased for many households.  At the same time, the federal 
government has steadily reduced housing subsidies.  The result is that the private sector, with help 
from local governments, is increasingly meeting the growing need for more affordable housing.” 
(Myerson, 2005, p. 1). 
 
 
Introduction to the Study 
Housing affordability is a significant problem in North Carolina.  The National Low 
Income Housing Coalition estimates that a household with one full-time worker would need to 
earn $12.61 per hour—more than double the newly implemented state minimum wage—to 
afford a two bedroom apartment at North Carolina’s $656 per month Fair Market Rent (NLIHC, 
2006).  There is a shortage of affordable housing across much of the state, but especially in many 
of the state’s rapidly growing areas.  For instance, in Wake County a household with one full-
time worker would need to earn $16.35 per hour to afford a two-bedroom apartment at Fair 
Market Rent (NLIHC, 2006).  Across much of the state, real estate prices continue to escalate in 
the face of increasing demand and new housing units often target higher income households.  
Meanwhile, the stock of affordable housing in many parts of the state is aging and deteriorating 
with each passing year. 
 This report is intended to provide local government staff and elected officials, as well as 
other interested individuals, with information about barriers and facilitators to development from 
the perspective of private sector affordable housing developers.  The study findings will enable 
local governments to make better informed decisions about which strategies to pursue and which 
to avoid if they wish to encourage affordable housing.  State government staff and elected 
officials interested in affordable housing also should find the research useful.  In addition, 
housing advocates should find the results helpful in honing advocacy strategies to better match 
the needs of developers.  Finally, affordable housing developers themselves are likely to be 
interested in the study findings.  For all groups, the quantitative nature of this study sets it apart, 
since past research on the topic has almost always been qualitative in nature with an emphasis on 
speculative and anecdotal findings. 
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Methodology 
This report relies primarily upon the results of a web-based survey of affordable housing 
developers.  The author designed the survey after conducting a literature review, and after 
completing background interviews with affordable housing developers and local government 
staff.  The survey was administered to private affordable housing developers—i.e., organizations 
that build housing reserved for households earning less than or equal to 80 percent of area 
median income—across North Carolina that had completed 10 or more units of affordable 
housing in the past three years.  The intent was to focus on developers that were relatively 
successful and active in their work, since many survey questions asked about nuanced elements 
of the development process.  A total of sixty-nine developers completed the survey, or 56.6 
percent of the estimated 122 eligible potential respondents. 
Key Survey Findings 
 The survey data demonstrate, first of all, the importance of local governments to private 
sector affordable housing development.  Seventy-four percent of respondents said local 
governments play either the “most important” or a “very important” role in terms of barriers to 
affordable housing development.  Respondents also ranked “local government policies and 
programs” higher than five other possible factors—internal organizational capabilities, federal 
policies and programs, state policies and programs, market forces, and other factors—in terms of 
overall impact on their ability to build affordable housing. 
Every survey participant was asked to answer a series of questions about the degree to 
which, in the past five years, their organization had faced challenges related to any of 42 
different issues potentially affecting affordable housing development.  The four most important 
categories of affordable housing barriers are listed below in descending order of importance: 
1) Funding constraints.  The largest barriers constraining affordable housing development relate 
in one way or another to funding.  Four of the top five barriers to affordable housing 
development are the high costs of buildable land, lack of local affordable housing funds, lack of 
federal/state affordable housing funds, and lack of funds for predevelopment expenses.  These 
results suggest that the primary obstacle to affordable housing development is a lack of sufficient 
financial resources.  Further, this finding holds true across respondent types.  Funding is a top 
concern regardless of whether developers are for-profit or non-profit, or whether they specialize 
in multi-family or single-family housing. 
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2) Regulatory hurdles.  Affordable housing developers are concerned about the impact of 
regulations on their ability to build housing.  Among the regulatory issues that respondents 
consider to be moderate or large barriers are: a cumbersome rezoning process, public hearing 
requirements, a lengthy development review process, and lack of land zoned for multi-family 
use.  Also, for-profit and multi-family developers tended to report far more serious concerns with 
local regulations.  This finding is likely because multi-family developments (affordable or not) 
face more regulatory barriers and increased scrutiny during project review.  In addition, most for-
profit, multi-family developers work with tax credits and other programs with strict timelines. 
3) Public support and services.  Barriers to affordable housing in a community may include the 
actions of citizens, elected officials, or government staff.  Many respondents cited a not in my 
back yard (NIMBY) mentality among citizens, lack of support from local elected officials and 
government staff, poor coordination among departments and an inconsistent permitting process 
as moderate or large barriers to affordable housing development.  Multi-family developers 
expressed heightened concerns related to governmental coordination and lack of consistency in 
the permitting process, likely for the reasons explained in the preceding paragraph.   
4) Organizational capacity.  An organization’s internal capacity—in terms of staff size and 
ability, operating budget and other factors—affects its ability to develop affordable housing.  
More than half of all survey respondents, including over two-thirds of non-profit developers, 
reported that organizational capacity is a moderate or large barrier. 
Survey participants also were asked a series of questions regarding potential tools and 
strategies that local governments might use to encourage affordable housing development.  
Respondents were told to consider 61 different practices based on how helpful they might be to 
facilitating development.  The highest ranked facilitators can be organized into four categories, 
which are listed below in descending order of importance: 
1) Increasing awareness.  Respondents noted the potential importance of a variety of tools to help 
raise awareness of affordable housing needs among the public and within government.  Specific 
practices endorsed by respondents are for local governments to: include affordable housing as a 
comprehensive plan goal; have elected official promote affordable housing; showcase successful 
developments through marketing; educate the public about affordable housing; pressure the state 
and federal government to support affordable housing; and engage employers on the issue.  Non-
profit developers are somewhat more optimistic about awareness-raising strategies.  
 2) Cost saving strategies.  Respondents endorsed various practices that help make development 
less costly.  A large majority of respondents support dedicated local funds for affordable 
housing, public infrastructure improvements, low interest construction and permanent loans, sale 
of government-owned land at below market value, fee waivers and other practices that would 
reduce development costs.  Developers of all types back initiatives like these, but non-profit 
developers are far more interested in funding that would go directly toward organizations’ 
operating budgets. 
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3) Information sharing.  Developers reported a strong interest in finding ways to obtain more 
information related to affordable housing development.  Specifically, developers desire more 
access to information on available land as well as market research regarding local housing needs.  
In addition to these two areas of information sharing, which were desired by all respondent 
types, non-profit and single-family developers expressed strong interest in receiving direct 
technical assistance from local governments. 
4) Improved government processes.  Developers support a variety of practices that relate to 
regulatory relief and improved government services.  Respondents gave especially high marks to 
practices like fast-track permitting, one-stop development centers, density bonuses for affordable 
housing, reduced numbers of public hearings, and improved coordination among departments for 
development review.  Due to their heightened concern over regulatory barriers, more for-profit 
and multi-family developers support strategies that seek to improve government processes. 
Conclusion 
Caution should be taken in interpreting the findings shared in this report, since even 
many relatively low ranked practices are considered important by a large portion of respondents.  
Also, relatively less important barriers and facilitators may be significant in some specific cases, 
such as for certain developers or to meet particular housing needs.  Thus, local governments 
must look closely at the context for affordable housing in their jurisdiction before ruling out 
lower ranking practices.  A robust and multi-faceted set of policies and programs has the best 
chance to meet the diverse needs of developers, and ultimately to reach individuals and families 
who need affordable housing.  The results of this study should provide local governments with a 
better idea as to which specific practices to consider, and should serve as a guide for detailed 
discussions among local government staff, developers and other stakeholders. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 
 
 
The Affordable Housing Issue 
Across the country there is a growing need for affordable housing.  This need is evident 
in North Carolina, where 42.3 percent of renters and 30.9 percent of owners with mortgages 
spent 30 percent or more of their income on housing costs in 2005 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005).1  
The National Low Income Housing Coalition estimates that a household with one full-time 
worker would need to earn $12.61 per hour—more than double the newly implemented state 
minimum wage—to afford a two bedroom apartment at North Carolina’s $656 per month Fair 
Market Rent (NLIHC, 2006).  There is a shortage of affordable housing across much of North 
Carolina, but the need for affordable units is particularly acute in many of the rapidly growing 
areas of the state.  For instance, in Wake County a household with one full-time worker would 
need to earn $16.35 per hour to afford a two-bedroom apartment at Fair Market Rent (NLIHC, 
2006).  Especially in fast-growing areas, real estate prices continue to escalate in the face of 
increasing demand and new housing units often target higher income households.  Also, the 
stock of affordable housing in many parts of the state is aging and deteriorating with each 
passing year.  Since rapid population growth—and therefore demand for housing—is expected to 
continue unabated into the foreseeable future, the need for affordable housing is not likely to 
disappear any time soon.2  This report seeks to provide objective information on local policies 
and programs that may encourage the development of new affordable housing. 
Purpose of the Study 
This report seeks to address the following question: What local government strategies 
are most likely to encourage affordable housing developers to build in their jurisdiction?  
In order to respond to this question, the report considers two related sub-questions:  
1) What types of assistance from local governments do affordable housing developers in 
North Carolina most want?   
2) What are the most significant local government-imposed barriers to affordable housing 
in North Carolina? 
                                                 
1 The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and other agencies consider 30% of pre-tax income the 
threshold beyond which housing becomes unaffordable. 
2 See http://demog.state.nc.us/ for statewide and county-by-county population projections. 
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This study is intended to help local 
governments make better informed 
decisions about which strategies to 
pursue and which to avoid if they wish 
to encourage affordable housing. 
Information that helps answer these questions should benefit policy makers and others whose 
work affects affordable housing.  In particular, the report is intended to provide North Carolina’s 
local governments—including staff and elected officials—with more comprehensive information 
about what policies and programs affordable housing developers want.  The study findings will 
enable local governments to make better informed decisions about which strategies to pursue and 
which to avoid if they wish to encourage affordable housing.  State government staff and elected 
officials interested in affordable housing also should 
find the research useful.  In addition, affordable 
housing advocates should find the results interesting, 
since they may choose to pursue different advocacy 
strategies to better match the needs of developers.  Finally, private developers themselves are 
likely to be interested in the study findings.  For all groups, the quantitative nature of the study is 
one of its biggest assets, since past research on the topic has tended to be qualitative in nature 
with an emphasis on speculative and anecdotal findings. 
Study Background 
Although the federal government and state governments play a significant role in 
encouraging affordable housing by providing funding and broad policy guidelines, it is at the 
local level where many of the most important decisions related to affordable housing occur.  
Decisions made by local governments play an important role in where, when, what type, and 
how often affordable housing projects get built.  Local governments have the authority to 
establish a variety of programs and policies that directly and indirectly impact the development 
of affordable housing.  Increasingly local leaders recognize the importance of ensuring that their 
communities have adequate supplies of housing to accommodate fire fighters, police officers, 
school teachers, nurses, construction workers, and numerous other members of the workforce 
upon whom communities rely.  In fact, recent surveys of both city and county governments show 
that affordable housing is considered a top five issue among local elected officials and local 
government staff (Brennan, et al., 2005; National Association of Counties, 2005).   
Local governments’ support for affordable housing has been bolstered by public interest 
in the issue.  For instance, voters in the City of Raleigh passed a $20 million housing bond in 
1990 and a $14 million housing bond in 2000.  Similarly, Orange County voters passed housing 
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bonds totaling $5.8 million in 1997 and 2001 (Center for Affordable Living, 2003).  Of course, 
support at the ballot box for broad affordable housing initiatives may not translate into support 
for local construction of affordable units.  Neighborhood-based opposition to specific affordable 
housing developments is common even among citizens who support the idea of affordable 
housing programs in general. 
Affordable housing clearly benefits 
the individuals and families who live 
in it, but there are also associated 
benefits for the community as a whole. 
From a policy perspective, affordable housing development is important not only as a 
means to provide shelter for middle- and low-income households.  In addition, affordable 
housing supporters assert that affordable units help provide needed stability that enables 
residents to concentrate on other aspects of their lives, such as pursuing better employment and 
education.  Also, supporters point out that when housing payments are affordable, households 
have the ability to spend money on education, health care, clothing, transportation and other 
goods and services.  The construction of high quality 
affordable housing, especially homeownership 
opportunities, also may be on the leading edge of 
revitalizing neglected neighborhoods.  Other benefits 
that may be associated with the creation of affordable housing include helping increase socio-
economic and racial diversity in homogeneous communities.  In addition, affordable housing 
supporters contend that the creation of affordable housing may ease traffic congestion caused by 
workers who are forced to commute from other communities; better integrate school districts 
both socio-economically and racially; serve as an economic development tool by encouraging 
employers to locate in areas where their employees can afford to live; and help ensure that 
housing exists for government employees, including police officers and other professions for 
which living in the community one works may be advantageous.3   
In decades past, the public sector was a major source of affordable housing development.  
Although over time some of the developments turned into notorious failures, public housing 
                                                 
3 This information is not intended as a comprehensive review of the potential effects of affordable housing on 
communities, since such a review is beyond the scope of this report.  However, a considerable amount of research 
has been conducted in this area.  For example, a detailed review of the research into the impact of housing on 
communities is contained in von Hoffman, A., Belsky, E.S., & Lee, K. (2006).  The impact of housing on 
community: a review of scholarly theories and empirical research.  Cambridge, MA: Joint Center for Housing 
Studies of Harvard University. 
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(including housing developed by local public housing authorities and other government-
subsidized construction projects) provided tens of thousands of affordable units, and many of 
these units continue to serve lower-income households today.  Currently government plays a 
smaller and less direct role in the creation of new stocks of affordable housing.  The primary 
ways that local governments help create affordable housing are by directly partnering with 
private developers or indirectly encouraging private developers to build affordable housing.  The 
former category may consist of low-interest loans or other programs designed to spur affordable 
housing development, while the latter category may include zoning land for multi-family 
dwellings or other such supportive policies.  Some municipalities take even more direct action 
and require residential developers to construct a certain portion of affordable housing in new 
developments (or pay fees-in-lieu of construction), but this is relatively uncommon.  Regardless 
of how they work to encourage affordable housing, local governments rarely have the funding, 
organizational capacity, and political will to build affordable housing independently.  Therefore, 
it is important for local governments to understand which policies and programs encourage 
private sector affordable housing development. 
Past research has helped identify the range 
of tools local governments can consider to 
encourage affordable housing, but this 
research has not examined what private 
developers think of particular practices. 
Academics and practitioners alike have devoted considerable time and energy to 
pondering affordable housing barriers and facilitators, but there has been little practical research 
published on the subject.  Past research has helped identify and describe the range of tools at 
local governments’ disposal when it comes to 
encouraging affordable housing (see page 10 for 
a brief review of this research).  However, it 
pays little attention to whether selected strategies 
are desired by the for-profit and non-profit organizations that develop most affordable housing, 
or what alternative strategies developers might prefer.  This report seeks to address a gap in the 
literature by documenting developers’ perspectives on how local governments can best support 
their efforts to build affordable housing.   
According to a recent article sponsored by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), one of the areas in which further research is needed is in gathering 
information on regulatory barriers, in order to help localities gain a better understanding of the 
effects of their policies on housing production (Lubell, 2005).  The article also suggests that 
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more research is needed into the effectiveness of policy tools aimed at overcoming previously 
identified barriers.  The study described in this report responds to these two research needs 
through the collection of objective survey data.  In specific, a comprehensive survey was sent to 
for-profit and non-profit affordable housing developers across North Carolina, in order to 
attempt to identify and rank the most significant affordable housing development barriers and 
facilitators.  The survey has a focus on barriers and facilitators that are at least partially under the 
control of local governments (county and/or municipal), though it also includes some other 
topics like the role of federal funding and developers’ internal capacity. 
Affordable Housing Defined 
It is important to define what is meant by affordable housing before continuing.  In 
keeping with widely accepted definitions, this report uses the phrase “affordable housing” to 
mean housing that costs no more than 30 percent of the pre-tax earnings for a household making 
80 percent of area median income (AMI).4  In North Carolina, the 2006 estimated AMI for a 
household of four varied between $47,100 and $71,600 depending on the area of the state (North 
Carolina Housing Finance Agency, 2006).  Using these figures, 80 percent of AMI for a four-
person household varies between $37,680 and $57,280.  In some communities, significant stocks 
of affordable housing are created by regular market rate housing development; i.e., many market 
rate units happen to be affordable to households that earn 80 percent or less of AMI.  However, 
in some communities relatively little market rate housing is affordable.  This study focuses on 
for-profit and non-profit developers’ intentional efforts—often with the help of federal, state or 
local government support—to develop rental or homeownership housing that is affordable.  
Thus, this report employs the following definition:  
Affordable housing is single- or multi-family housing developed for the specific 
purpose of providing units that cost no more than 30 percent of the income of 
households earning less than or equal to 80 percent of area median income.   
Market rate housing that simply happens to be affordable is not included under this definition.  
This definition is not intended to downplay the importance of affordable market rate housing.  In 
fact, affordable market rate housing is an important part of most communities’ housing stock. 
                                                 
4 Each year the federal government calculates the AMI for Metropolitan Statistical Areas and non-metropolitan 
counties in each state, in order to set a baseline for state and local governments to use when determining income 
limits for housing programs.  In 2006, the statewide AMI in North Carolina was $53,800 and the nationwide AMI 
was $59,600 (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2006).  
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However, the above definition was adopted to provide a clear and consistent criterion for 
selecting survey recipients and therefore to provide more focused information to local 
governments that want to encourage affordable housing development.5  
Outline of the Report      
 The remainder of this report is divided into four main sections.  Each of these sections is 
described below: 
• Section II. Literature Review provides further background information regarding the 
reasons for conducting a survey of affordable housing developers that focuses on local 
government practices. 
• Section III. Research Design outlines the approach and methodology that was used to 
design, conduct, and analyze the survey. 
• Section IV. Survey Results presents key findings, including data on the characteristics 
of respondents, the importance of local government, and specific affordable housing 
development barriers and facilitators.  
• Section V. Conclusions and Recommendations provides a recap of the report and 
offers further analysis of findings, as well as recommendations for local governments. 
The main body of the report is followed by three appendices.  Appendix A contains a glossary-
style list of selected affordable housing barriers and facilitators addressed in the survey.  
Appendix B contains the complete survey questionnaire and aggregate results for each question.  
Finally, Appendix C provides data by respondent type to illustrate differences between for-
profits and non-profits, and between single-family and multi-family developers. 
                                                 
5 Most affordable housing developers target households that earn well below 80% of AMI; e.g., developers that 
receive Low Income Housing Tax Credit allocations only receive assistance for units that serve households earning 
less than or equal to 60% of AMI.  Many affordable housing developments target households earning 50%, 30%, or 
even less of AMI in order to satisfy state and local funding requirements, and to meet their own internal missions. 
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II.  LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
Overview 
As noted in the introduction, this study examines barriers and facilitators of affordable 
housing development that occur at the local level or that may be influenced by the actions of 
local (municipal or county) government.  The literature review presented below provides further 
background information regarding the reasons for conducting a study of this type. 
The Role of Local Governments 
Although federal and state governments continue to play a significant role in the 
production of affordable housing, especially through the Low Income Housing Tax Credit and 
provision of funding (e.g., Community Development Block Grants, HOME and HOPE VI), this 
role has diminished over time.  It is at the local level where the development of affordable 
housing takes place, and decisions made by local governments play an important role in where, 
when, what type, and how often affordable housing projects get built.  In other words, local 
governments establish a variety of programs and policies that may either positively or negatively 
impact the development of new affordable housing.   
The importance of local governments’ role 
in affordable housing has increased over 
time as federal involvement has eroded.
Over the past couple of decades, the importance of local governments has increased as 
federal support for affordable housing has declined.  As Keyes, et al. write, “local and state 
governments are becoming more involved than ever before in the production, rehabilitation, and 
preservation of low- and moderate-income housing” (1996, p. 202).  According to Keyes, et al., 
the decline in federal support for affordable housing accelerated in 1983 when the Reagan 
administration ended the Section 8 New 
Construction and Substantial Rehabilitation 
programs and “slowed to a trickle construction of 
new public housing” (p. 203).  Orlebeke traces the decline in federal support for affordable 
housing back even further, to 1973 when the Nixon administration pushed for a moratorium on 
public housing production (2000).  The administration did not achieve a complete moratorium 
but did achieve a significant reduction in the acceptance of new applications for housing 
construction subsidies.  According to Orlebeke, the 1973 action “had squashed what was left of 
the spirit of” the earlier era of federally subsidized housing construction (p. 502).  The federal 
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budget provides further evidence of the declining federal role in the provision of affordable 
housing.  Haughey writes that “adjusting for inflation, housing as a federal budget item has half 
the funding today that it had in the 1970s” (2002, pp. 2-3). 
The devolution of involvement in affordable housing from the federal to the state and 
local level has led to substantial differences among localities in how they deal with the issue.  
“While some cities have already responded to the reduced role of the federal government by 
initiating their own affordable housing development and assistance programmes,” Basolo writes, 
“other cities resist affordable housing development” (1999, p. 434).  She also points out that, 
though the federal government provides less financial support than in the past and allows more 
local discretion, it “remains the main source of housing programme funds for cities” (p. 442).  
Among 209 cities with populations greater than 50,000 that she surveyed, the federal 
government provided 59 percent of affordable housing funds.  Thus, federal support remains 
important but is not the only game in town, as had been the case in earlier decades. 
Local Government Interest and Involvement in Affordable Housing 
Recent surveys have documented strong 
interest in affordable housing among local 
government staff and elected officials.
Affordable housing is only one of many concerns that local governments must address, 
but it is generally considered an important one.  According to a 2005 survey of elected officials 
in municipalities across the nation, the lack of availability of affordable housing ranked as the 
fourth most important issue to address.  In fact, affordable housing ranked higher than 34 other 
issues and was bested only by traffic congestion, city fiscal health, and infrastructure needs 
(Brennan, et al., 2005).  Similar to the findings for 
municipalities, a survey of county officials found 
that affordable housing ranked as the fifth most 
important issue (National Association of Counties, 2005).  Affordable housing was surpassed 
only by business attraction, growth/sprawl, employment, and transportation.  Many authors 
emphasize the important role local governments can play in encouraging affordable housing.  
Myerson notes that the “public sector, especially the local government, plays an influential role 
in successful affordable housing projects,” but cautions that local governments may also be a 
“hindrance” in the development process (2005, p. 5). 
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Despite the growing importance of the local role in affordable housing and the increased 
attention local leaders pay to affordable housing needs, at the same time a countervailing policy 
trend has emerged.  More than a decade ago Cho and Linneman wrote that “local governments in 
the United States have become increasingly restrictive and invented new forms of regulatory 
mechanisms for controlling residential development” (1993, p. 131).  This trend has continued in 
recent years.  According to von 
Hoffman, et al., governments “have 
made few efforts to remove the 
regulatory barriers that stand in the 
way of producing lower cost 
housing” (2006, p. vii).  It is 
probably safe to assume that local 
regulatory restrictions are typically 
not aimed directly at limiting 
affordable housing.  More often, 
they seek to achieve other policy 
objectives—preventing excessively fast growth, protecting open space and natural resources, and 
other legitimate local interests.  However, in some cases these policy objectives conflict with 
localities’ affordable housing goals by limiting the land available for development, decreasing 
density, increasing the cost of development, and more. 
Orange Community Housing & Land Trust home in Chapel Hill
The manner in which local governments—whether municipal or county—choose to 
address affordable housing is important.  Rosenthal writes that “local initiative is increasingly 
making the difference between areas making real progress on their housing problems and those 
just treading water” (2005, p. 9).  He explains that in addition to “their role as administrators of 
supply- and demand-side subsidies, local authorities engage in a variety of policymaking 
affecting housing markets and household welfare, including rent control, property taxes, land use 
plans and zoning regulations, and infrastructure provision, to name just a few” (p. 9).  Local 
governments also are investing more and more time partnering with the private sector, including 
private affordable housing developers.  As Myerson writes in the introduction to an Urban Land 
Institute best practices review, “the private sector, with help from local governments, is 
increasingly meeting the growing need for more affordable housing” (2005, p.1).  Because non-
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profit and for-profit organizations serve as the actual developers of the vast majority of 
affordable housing—now that the classic model of government-developed public housing is 
largely a thing of the past—it is essential that local governments figure out how to successfully 
work with private entities.  One way for local governments to accomplish this task is to identify 
best practices for facilitating the private development of affordable housing. 
Existing Research on Best Practices for Local Governments 
Past research has helped inform local governments about factors to consider in 
encouraging private sector affordable housing development by suggesting barriers faced by 
developers of affordable housing.  For instance, the national Advisory Commission on 
Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing worked in 1990 to identify and describe key barriers 
(Downs, 1991).  Barriers identified by the commission included: zoning requirements for larger 
lots; limited availability of multi-family land; large minimum house sizes; subdivision standards 
that require expensive infrastructure like wide roads and sidewalks; cumbersome permitting and 
development review procedures; certain environmental regulations; impact fees; and more.  
More recently, the Urban Land Institute convened a panel of housing experts in 2002 to discuss 
barriers to the creation of affordable housing.  The forum participants identified the following 
barriers, several of which overlap with the findings if the Advisory Commission on Regulatory 
Barriers: high land costs; lack of information about available sites; infrastructure costs; limited 
government funding; lack of coordination among reviewing bodies; lengthy permitting 
processes; and other factors (Haughey, 2003).   
Past research has also examined the range of strategies or tools at local governments’ 
disposal to help encourage affordable housing development.  Numerous articles exist on this 
subject, many of which introduce a variety of strategies and then provide case studies showing 
these strategies in practice.  For instance, a recent report by Business and Professional People for 
the Public Interest introduces several strategies—e.g., inclusionary zoning, community land 
trusts, flexible zoning standards, and housing trust funds—and profiles local affordable housing 
initiatives that employ the strategies (Hendrickson, 2005).  The National Association of Home 
Builders (NAHB) provides a more focused approach, offering a “Smart Codes Checklist” and 
“Smart Process Checklist” that suggest strategies for local governments to use to encourage 
affordable housing (2002).  Among the NAHB’s recommendations are to: prepare a good 
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comprehensive plan; allow a mix of land uses; allow for small lots, multi-family units and 
accessory units; offer density bonuses and reduced fees; streamline the review process; and 
implement a variety of other policies.  Another researcher assembled what he calls the “Top Ten 
State and Local Strategies” to encourage affordable housing, listing streamlined permitting, 
tolerance of accessory dwelling units, smaller minimum floor sizes, housing trust funds and other 
strategies in his assessment of the most important strategies to pursue (Nelson, 2003). 
Potential barriers and tools are also scattered throughout other, less focused articles on 
affordable housing, where the research rarely attempts to comprehensively address the topic.  In 
these articles, barriers and strategies are discussed within broader contexts.  The HUD-sponsored 
Regulatory Barriers Clearinghouse website (http://www.huduser.org/rbc/) attempts to assemble 
barrier- and tool-related lessons that 
appear in materials with broader 
contexts by assembling articles in a 
searchable database that highlights 
specific barriers.  The Clearinghouse 
is a valuable tool for gathering 
information on barriers, yet a review 
of its contents serves to confirm that 
more practical research is needed to 
help local governments navigate the 
maze of possible approaches to 
encouraging affordable housing.  The contents of the Regulatory Barriers Clearinghouse 
demonstrate that the existing literature on barriers and tools for affordable housing is lacking in 
practical, research-based recommendations.  The vast majority of available information is based 
on little more than anecdotes, opinion, and conjecture.  In other words, a primary gap in the 
existing research is that it pays little attention to whether strategies used by local governments to 
promote affordable housing and remove barriers to its creation are actually desired by the for-
profit and non-profit developers that build most of the affordable housing developed today.  
Indeed, the literature sheds little light onto the question of what types of assistance affordable 
housing developers most want.   
Apartments built by DHIC, Inc. in Siler City
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This report describes for-profit and 
non-profit developers’ perspectives on 
various strategies local governments 
can use to encourage private sector 
affordable housing development.  
In sum, this study seeks to help fill a gap in the literature by documenting private 
developers’ perspectives on how local governments can best support efforts to build affordable 
housing.  Specifically, this study seeks to provide local governments with better information on 
the strategies they can employ, and the barriers they can work to remove, to encourage 
development of affordable housing.  Based on the author’s review of existing literature, similar 
studies are rare.  In fact, the only closely related study 
identified during the literature review was a survey of 
developers, builders and local housing organizations 
in Minnesota (Office of the Legislative Auditor, 
2001).  The July 2000 survey sought to address the following question: “how significant are the 
various factors that may limit the production of affordable housing?”   
The results of the Minnesota survey were that more than half of developers identified the 
following factors as significant impediments to the development of single-family or multi-family 
housing: cost of labor, materials, or land; local zoning or subdivision ordinances; other land use 
policies; development or construction fees; financing issues; taxes; reaction from the community; 
and several other government policies and programs.  The survey also asked respondents to 
describe strategies that helped them produce affordable housing, and government intervention 
(especially through financial assistance) was cited as an essential tool.  Although the Minnesota 
study had similar objectives to the one proposed here, Minnesota and North Carolina are distinct 
from one another in terms of the housing market, state law and other contextual factors, so even 
responses to similar survey questions may well differ.  More importantly, the Minnesota survey’s 
questions were broad and did not delve as deeply into the subject matter as does the survey 
described in this report.  The survey results presented in this report reinforce some of the 
findings of the Minnesota study but also add significantly more detail to those findings. 
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III.  RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
 
Overview 
This section of the report describes the methodology behind the design, implementation, 
and analysis of the study.  The primary tool used to conduct the study was a survey of for-profit 
and non-profit affordable housing developers across North Carolina.   
Initial Research 
Preliminary research activities included conducting a review of relevant literature (as 
described in the above Literature Review section) and conducting background interviews with 
affordable housing developers and local government staff.  The first phase of the literature 
review served to identify gaps in the existing research and formulate a research question.  Once 
an initial research question was selected and refined, the second phase of the literature review 
sought to identify as many possible local barriers of and facilitators to affordable housing as 
possible.  In this second phase, the author reviewed articles in the HUD Regulatory Barriers 
Clearinghouse, government reports, and publications in academic journals such as Housing 
Policy Debate, Housing Studies and the Journal of Housing Research.  The author also reviewed 
publications by private groups like the National Association of Home Builders, the Brookings 
Institution, PolicyLink, the Urban Institute, the National Housing Conference, Urban Land 
Institute, and the Enterprise Foundation.  The result of the second phase of the literature review 
was a comprehensive list of ideas regarding barriers to and facilitators of affordable housing. 
After generating a list of affordable housing barriers and facilitators from the literature, 
the author conducted structured interviews to ensure that he had not missed any major categories 
and to verify that the scope and focus of the research question were appropriate.  The author also 
asked interviewees to comment on the importance of the local role in affordable housing 
creation, the differences between for-profit and non-profit developers, specific survey questions 
to ask, and related topics.  Interview respondents included: 
• Dawn Blobaum, Assistant Town Manager for the Town of Davidson; 
• Tara Fikes, Director of Orange County’s Housing and Community Development 
Department; 
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• Pat Garrett, Executive Director of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Housing Partnership, Inc. 
in Charlotte; 
• Michele Grant, Director of the City of Raleigh’s Community Development Department; 
• Claude Hicks, Founder and Managing Principal of Integra Development Partners in 
Raleigh; and 
• Gregg Warren, President of DHIC, Inc. in Raleigh. 
In addition to the interviews with the above individuals, the author solicited input from members 
of the NC PLAN listserv, which is run by the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill’s 
School of Government.  NC PLAN listserv subscribers (mostly municipal and county planners 
across North Carolina) were asked what specific topics the survey should cover, and eight 
subscribers responded with their input.  
Survey Design 
 The author used the information gathered during the initial research phase to draft survey 
questions.  Because a weakness of existing research is that it tends to be overly general, the 
author made an effort to select a set of survey questions that specifically ask about as many 
potentially relevant affordable housing barriers and facilitators as possible.  The goal was to 
solicit information on each of the categories identified in the literature review and background 
interviews.  Additional survey questions were included to identify key characteristics of each 
responding organization, such as for-profit versus non-profit status, organizational size and 
development experience, and other such factors.  In addition, questions were included to assess 
the importance of local factors versus other factors (e.g., organizational capacity and federal 
funding), in order to provide broader context for the findings.  A complete list of survey 
questions and response categories is shown in Appendix B. 
The survey was created using Qualtrics software (see http://www.qualtrics.com/), which 
enables a comprehensive set of web-based survey design, distribution and collection features, as 
well as integrated analytical tools.  An image of the web-based user interface seen by survey 
respondents is pictured on the following page.  The author selected a web-based survey approach 
over other approaches due to the ease of administration and because he expected that such an 
approach would lead to a higher response rate in the technology-savvy developer community.  
All survey questions were reviewed by a three-person faculty advisory committee that included a 
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lawyer who specializes in zoning law.  The survey was also reviewed by the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill’s Institutional Review Board, which is in charge of the protection of 
human subjects during research. 
 
An example of the user interface for the survey, which was created using Qualtrics software
Potential Survey Respondent Identification 
 There is no comprehensive list of affordable housing developers active in North Carolina, 
so the author gathered contact information for approximately 200 potential survey respondents 
from two main sources.  First, the author contacted staff members at the North Carolina Housing 
Finance Agency, who referred him to their online Housing Resource Guide and to their lists of 
recent tax credit, tax-exempt bond and loan recipients.6  Second, the author obtained a list of 
local Habitat for Humanity affiliates in North Carolina from the national office of Habitat for 
Humanity.  In addition, the author contacted the North Carolina Housing Coalition and the North 
Carolina Association of Community Development Corporations, though these contacts did not 
result in the identification of additional developers.   
                                                 
6 The Housing Resource Guide is available at http://www.nchfa.com/Applications/HRG/HRGSearch.aspx.  Lists of 
tax credit, tax-exempt bond and loan recipients are available at http://www.nchfa.com/Rental/RDdevportfolio.aspx.  
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After conducting Internet research to verify contact information and to confirm that each 
organization appeared to be an affordable housing developer, the list of potential respondents 
was reduced to 186 organizations.  This list was further narrowed to 172 organizations based on 
failed e-mails and follow-up phone calls confirming that some organizations no longer existed 
and could not be reached.  Because Public Housing Agencies receive direct funding allocations 
and are closely associated with local governments, effectively functioning as quasi-governmental 
entities, the author chose to exclude these entities from the survey.  Once a final list was 
generated, the survey was sent via e-mail to a single contact person for each organization on the 
list.  The contact person was typically an executive director but sometimes another member of 
the organization.  The e-mail used to distribute the survey emphasized that it could be completed 
by anyone in the organization with affordable housing development experience.  Qualtrics’ 
tracking technology was used to ensure that each organization completed only one survey. 
Further Survey Respondent Screening Criteria 
Potential survey respondents were screened 
to ensure that they were in the affordable 
housing business, and that they had recent 
and significant development experience.  
In addition to the selection methods described above, the survey contained two screening 
questions that were designed to help ensure that responding organizations were appropriately 
qualified based on the content of the surveys questions.  The screening questions sought to 
confirm that: 1) the organization was indeed an affordable housing developer (i.e., builds 
housing that is set-aside for households earning less than or equal to 80 percent of AMI); and 2) 
the organization had completed 10 or more units of affordable housing in the past three years.  
The intent was to only include organizations that were relatively successful and active in 
developing affordable housing, since many of the survey questions asked about finely nuanced 
elements of the development process.  All but one of 106 responding organizations confirmed 
that it was an affordable housing developer.  
However, 28 responding organizations noted that 
they had not completed 10 or more units of 
affordable housing in the past three years.  In 
retrospect, this latter criterion may have been overly stringent and a more inclusive screening 
question could have been used (either reducing the minimum number of housing units required 
or extending the timeframe).  Still, since the author wanted to ensure that respondents had 
significant development experience and were well versed in the terminology used in the field, the 
inclusion of this screening question seems reasonable. 
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Follow-Up Procedures and Response Rate 
 Survey recipients who did not complete the survey within one week of receiving the 
initial invitation e-mail were sent a follow-up e-mail.  A final reminder e-mail was sent after 
another week and this e-mail contained a firm survey deadline.  A total of 105 of 171 eligible 
respondents (61.4 percent) at least partially completed the survey.  However, eight of these 
surveys were incomplete; most did not complete questions beyond the initial background ones 
(organization type, size, etc.).  Thus, for the purposes of statistical analysis, 97 complete surveys 
were used.  The overall response rate using complete surveys was 56.7 percent (97 complete 
surveys out of 171 eligible potential respondents).   
Of the 97 respondents with a complete survey, 28 organizations (28.9 percent) were not 
asked to respond to any questions beyond the two initial screening criteria because they 
answered that they had not developed 10 or more units of affordable housing in the past three 
years.  These 28 organizations were automatically skipped to the end of the survey after not 
meeting this criterion.  The remaining 69 organizations (71.1 percent of the 97 respondents) met 
both screening criteria and filled out the entire survey, and the data from these 69 organizations 
is used to present findings for the rest of this report.   
The overall response rate of 56.7 percent is quite strong for a survey of this type (that is, 
an unsolicited survey where participation is voluntary).  Many authorities consider surveys of 
this sort acceptable if they achieve a 30 percent response rate.  The Minnesota study referenced 
in the above literature review, which is the most similar survey identified, achieved a 48.8 
percent response rate among developers and builders (Office of the Legislative Auditor, 2001).  
Unlike this study, the Minnesota study was sponsored by a state agency with considerable 
resources and political clout.  The response rate of 56.7 percent (97 responses of a total eligible 
population of 171) yields a confidence interval of 6.6 at a 95 percent confidence level.7   
                                                 
7 In plain language, a confidence level of 95% and a confidence interval of 6.6 means that you can be 95% certain 
that the findings for the total population the survey was sent to would fall within 6.6 percentage points above or 
below the sample findings.  Of course, this is somewhat oversimplified since the confidence level and confidence 
interval reported here is calculated based on the most conservative assumption that 50% of responses will fall into 
one category and 50% into the other category.  For responses where the ratio is different (e.g., 60-40 or 40-60), the 
confidence interval is somewhat smaller. 
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Since only the 69 surveys completed by developers who had built 10 or more units of 
affordable housing in the past three years were utilized, there is another way to look at the 
response rate.  Assuming that the trend held and 71.1 percent of all 171 eligible respondents had 
completed 10 or more units of affordable housing in the past three years, the total number of 
organizations who had completed at least this many units of affordable housing would be 122 
(71.1 percent of 171).  Thus, we can recalculate a response rate for these organizations by 
dividing 69 by 122 and getting 56.6 percent.  Also, we have to recalculate the confidence interval 
with the smaller sample (69) and population (122) sizes.  Using these numbers, we obtain a 
slightly larger confidence interval of 7.8 at a 95 percent confidence level. 
Regardless of the exact procedure used to calculate the response rate and confidence 
level, we can be reasonably sure that the results of this survey would approximate the results had 
all potential respondents participated.  Thus, the findings reported in the rest of the report 
provide a good overview of the opinions of affordable housing developers across North Carolina. 
Data Analysis Procedures and Limitations 
The author chose to analyze the data using basic descriptive statistics to identify and 
describe the practices that respondents believe are the most important barriers to or facilitators of 
affordable housing development.  In general, the author reports findings by noting the percentage 
of respondents who answered each question in a particular way.  Since the scales used to 
measure each specific practice are consistent throughout the survey, it is safe to assume that a 
descriptive approach provides us with the tools necessary to identify the most important findings. 
For questions about barriers to affordable housing development experienced by 
developers, a coding scheme was devised to separate data into categories by level of importance 
based on the percentage of respondents who listed an item as a moderate or large barrier.  First, 
the “moderate barrier” and “large barrier” responses to each of the 42 questions relating to 
barriers were tabulated.  Second, these data were divided into quartiles so as to determine cutoff 
points for categories by level of importance.  All items in quartile 1 (Q1) are described as “not 
important,” all items in Q2 are described as “somewhat important,” and so on based on the cutoff 
points identified on the following page: 
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• The “not important” (Q1) category includes items that no more than 22.1 percent of 
respondents consider moderate or large barriers. 
• The “somewhat important” (Q2) category includes items that over 22.1 percent but no 
more than 38.3 percent of respondents consider moderate or large barriers. 
• The “important” (Q3) category includes items that over 38.3 percent but no more than 
46.1 percent of respondents consider moderate or large barriers. 
• The “very important” (Q4) category includes items that more than 46.1 percent of 
respondents consider moderate or large barriers. 
A parallel coding scheme was used for questions about tools and strategies that may 
facilitate affordable housing development.  First, the “moderate help” and “large help” responses 
to each of the 61 questions relating to tools and strategies were tabulated.  Second, these data 
were divided into quartiles so as to determine cutoff points for categories by level of importance.  
All items in quartile 1 (Q1) are described as “not important,” all items in Q2 are described as 
“somewhat important,” and so on based on the cutoff points identified below: 
• The “not important” (Q1) category includes items that no more than 58.0 percent of 
respondents consider a moderate or large help.  
• The “somewhat important" (Q2) category includes items that over 58.0 percent but no 
more than 68.1 percent of respondents consider a moderate or large help. 
• The “important” (Q3) category includes items that over 68.1 percent but no more than 
75.4 percent of respondents consider a moderate or large help. 
• The “very important” (Q4) category includes items that more than 75.4 percent of 
respondents consider a moderate or large help.  
Obviously there are numerous coding schemes that could be used to create categories of 
data.  All such schemes are somewhat arbitrary by nature, but the author has attempted to select a 
method that strikes a balance by being inclusive of many potentially important factors yet 
selective enough to emphasize factors that a significant portion of respondents found important.  
Also, sorting data using quartiles rather than arbitrarily selected cutoff points provides an 
increased level of objectivity to the process.   
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Even though the coding scheme used to analyze data from this survey helps create useful 
categories based on level of importance, localities would be well advised to consider the effects 
of their policies and programs in most areas covered by this survey.  Local circumstances are 
unique and items that did not score 
highly among respondents as a whole 
may be of great importance in some 
cases.  For instance, an affordable 
housing developer who is attempting 
to rehabilitate run down houses in a 
part of town that has received historic 
district status may be significantly 
constrained by such standards even though the “historic district” category ranked as relatively 
unimportant.  Likewise, relatively few respondents considered direct technical assistance from 
local governments a helpful option, but technical assistance may be exactly what some 
organizations need. 
More advanced statistical techniques like multiple regression do not appear to be 
especially useful for this particular dataset.  However, the aggregated data (stripped of 
information that would identify the organizations that responded to the survey) can be made 
available to other researchers who believe such techniques would add something of value to the 
study findings presented here.  One area where more sophisticated techniques could potentially 
be used would be to more rigorously examine differences in responses by organization type; e.g., 
comparing for-profits to non-profits and single-family developers to multi-family developers.  
However, splitting the data into these groups results in small sample sizes that would make 
statistically meaningful comparison difficult.  The findings and conclusions sections of this paper 
include notes where large differences are evident between developer types, and Appendix C 
shows the data by respondent type.  Also, practically-speaking, it is hard to imagine differences 
between for-profits and non-profits—even if verified to be statistically meaningful—being of 
much use to policymakers who have an interest in encouraging affordable housing, unless they 
have a strong bias toward attracting a particular type of developer.  However, differences in 
results that relate to the type of product developers build (single-family versus multi-family) may 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Housing Partnership apartments 
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have substantial policy implications, so further statistical analysis to better tease out these 
differences would be useful. 
Additional Limitations to Survey Findings 
In addition to the minor limitations noted above, the wide range of questions asked (one 
of the survey’s greatest strengths) was limiting in some ways.  Because the survey poses a long 
series of questions related to barriers and facilitators to affordable housing development, it does 
not drill deeper into the reasons particular responses were selected.  On a related note, the 
extensive set of questions survey respondents were asked to answer resulted in a large number of 
practices scoring similarly.  This result makes it more difficult to narrow in on a particular set of 
most important practices.  If time and logistics were not constraints, follow-up questions could 
have been asked to allow respondents to hone in on the most important practices.  Additional 
questions may have allowed survey respondents to make finer grain distinctions among the many 
practices they were asked to comment upon.  For instance, a follow-up survey or post-survey 
interviews could have been used to ask respondents to rank top practices against one another to 
allow for direct comparison.  On the other hand, the large number of barriers and facilitators that 
scored highly among respondents may simply reflect the fact that a wide variety of practices are 
important to the development of affordable housing. 
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IV.  SURVEY RESULTS 
 
 
Overview 
The results of the survey confirm the importance of the local government role in the 
development of affordable housing and suggest a wide range of practices that may help local 
governments better meet the needs of affordable housing developers.  There is no simple formula 
that guarantees affordable housing creation, but the findings presented below illuminate a wide 
range of potentially important affordable housing development barriers and facilitators. 
Basic Characteristics of Respondents 
Excluding organizations that did not meet all screening criteria and therefore did not fill 
out the entire survey, 69 developers completed the survey.  As a group, these developers had 
built affordable housing in 68 of the state’s 100 counties over the past five years (see below), and 
many developers were active in multiple counties.   
 Counties in North Carolina where survey respondents had recently developed affordable housing
Key characteristics of the 69 developers who participated in the survey are listed below, with 
large differences between respondent types listed in parentheses if present:   
• 74 percent are non-profits and 26 percent are for-profits. 
• 48 percent exclusively develop single-family properties, 23 percent exclusively develop 
multi-family properties, and 29 percent develop both.  (Among for-profits, 67 percent 
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exclusively develop multi-family properties; 63 percent of non-profits exclusively 
develop single-family properties.) 
• 58 percent had developed rental properties and 69 percent had developed homeownership 
properties in the past five years, while 28 percent had developed both property types.   
• 61 percent of rental developers had completed 150 or fewer units of affordable rental 
housing in the past five years, and the remaining 39 percent had built 151 or more units.  
(Twenty-eight percent of for-profits had developed 351 or more units of rental housing in 
the past five years, while only six percent of non-profits achieved this level of output.) 
• 73 percent of homeownership developers had completed 50 or fewer units of affordable 
homeownership housing in the past five years, and the remaining 27 percent had 
completed 51 or more units; most developed between 51 and 75 units. 
• 90 percent are primarily in the affordable housing business; i.e., more than three-quarters 
of the units they develop are set-aside for households earning 80 percent or less of AMI.  
(All but one non-profit had at least three-quarters of their units reserved for affordable 
housing, while six of 18 for-profits developed one-quarter or more market rate housing.) 
• 76 percent had only developed properties in North Carolina over the past five years, 
while 24 percent had developed one or more projects out of state in this time period.  
(Half of for-profits had developed affordable housing outside of North Carolina over the 
past five years, compared with 14 percent of non-profits.) 
• 75 percent have 10 or fewer staff with a direct role or a supporting role in affordable 
housing development, while 25 percent have 11 or more staff in these roles. 
Clearly, a wide range of organizations participated in the survey.  However, based on the data 
above and further review of individual respondents’ surveys, the “typical” organization that 
participated in this study is a relatively small non-profit that develops either rental or 
homeownership housing with a primary focus on a particular county.  Of course, it is impossible 
to know for sure whether these demographics accurately describe the total population of 
affordable housing developers in North Carolina.  However, based on what is known of the non-
respondents, it appears to be a reasonable assumption that the sample population approximates 
the total population of affordable housing developers in the state.8 
 
                                                 
8 For instance, it appears that the roughly 3:1 ratio of non-profits to for-profits is reflected in the group of non-
respondents. 
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The Importance of Local Governments 
 As expected, survey respondents confirmed that local governments play an important role 
related to affordable housing development.  When asked how important a role local governments 
play with regard to barriers to affordable housing development, 29 percent of respondents said 
local government has the most important role and an additional 45 percent said it has a very 
important role but less important than some other factors.  The remaining respondents said the 
local government role is only somewhat important (22 percent) or not at all important (four 
percent).  Based on their responses to this question, for-profit and non-profit developers had 
similar views on the level of importance of local governments.  However, there views diverged 
somewhat when the question was posed another way, as described below. 
Respondents also were asked to rank six different factors in terms of impact on their 
organizations’ ability to build affordable housing.  Overall, respondents indicated that local 
government policies and programs were the most important factor, edging internal organizational 
capabilities, federal policies and programs, state policies and programs, and market forces, as 
well as “other factors.”  However, the data make it clear that many factors are important to 
affordable housing developers.  Local government policies and programs had a mean score of 2.6 
(meaning that, on average, local governments were ranked roughly midway between second and 
third most important), as compared to a mean score of 3.1 for internal organizational capabilities, 
which was the next closest factor.  Notably, non-profit organizations as a group ranked internal 
organizational capabilities slightly higher (2.43) than the local government role (2.51) for local 
government.  Also, for-profit organizations ranked federal government and state government 
policies and programs highest (1.78 and 2.28, respectively, compared to a 3.00 for local 
government), which reflects their heavy reliance on the federally funded and state administered 
Low Income Housing Tax Credit. 
Introduction to Barriers and Facilitators Findings Sections 
The two below sections—Key Barriers to Affordable Housing Development and Key 
Facilitators of Affordable Housing Development—describe the main findings of the survey.  
Each section is structured around tables that illustrate survey findings.  These tables are 
organized by the level of importance of particular barriers (or facilitators, depending on the 
section) based on the percentage of respondents indicating that an item was either of moderate or 
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large importance.  Using these combined percentages, the barriers/facilitators were sorted into 
quartiles.  The top quartile is presented in the Barriers/Facilitators: Very Important table, the 
second quartile is presented in the Barriers/Facilitators: Important table, the third quartile is 
presented in the Barriers/Facilitators: Somewhat Important table, and the last quartile is 
presented in the Barriers/Facilitators: Not Important table.9  In the tables and accompanying text, 
findings are reported for all survey respondents.  In some cases, there are obvious differences 
between for-profit developers and non-profit developers, or between exclusively single-family 
and exclusively multi-family developers.  When the difference exceeds 20 percentage points, it is 
described in a footnote along with a possible explanation of why it exists.  Note that these 
categories are not mutually exclusively and there is overlap in them: a majority of the for-profit 
developers who responded to the survey are primarily in the multi-family development business. 
The Research Design section of this report contains more detailed information on how 
responses were sorted into groups by level of importance.  Also, Appendix A contains a glossary 
of barriers and facilitators considered below, in order to inform readers who are unfamiliar with 
how particular practices may relate to affordable housing.  In addition, the Conclusions and 
Recommendations section adds to the findings presented below by analyzing the top findings to 
emphasize broad themes. 
Barriers to Affordable Housing Development 
 The results of the survey indicate that developers face a wide variety of challenges to 
building affordable housing.  Every survey participant was asked to respond to a series of 
questions related to the degree to which their organization had faced challenges within the past 
five years related to each of 42 different issues affecting affordable housing development.  The 
42 issues were identified as possible barriers by a review of existing literature, as described in 
the Research Design section of this report. 
As might be expected, survey respondents indicated that most top barriers (i.e., those in 
the first quartile) their organizations experienced relate to funding.  As shown in Table 5.1 on the 
next page, the survey found that four of the top five barriers to affordable housing development 
are the high costs of buildable land, lack of local funds, lack of federal/state funds, and lack of 
                                                 
9 Using quartiles means grouping the data into four even groups based on which percentile (1-25, 26-50, 51-75, 76-
100) each response fits, so that one-quarter of responses end up in each group.  
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funds for predevelopment expenses.  Additional funding-related barriers to affordable housing 
development that appeared in the top quartile of responses include a lack of private equity to 
invest and not enough funds in the organization’s operating budget.  Other top barriers to 
affordable housing development identified by survey respondents are the limited availability of 
buildable land, lack of internal organizational capacity, a cumbersome rezoning process, 
resistance from citizens in the form of not in my back yard (NIMBY) sentiments, and minimal 
support from local elected officials.  The top five overall barriers—land cost, lack of local funds, 
limited land availability, lack of federal/state funds, and lack of predevelopment funds—were 
cited as moderate or large barriers by more than two-thirds of all respondents.     
Table 5.1  
BARRIERS: VERY IMPORTANT 
 
 
Description of Item 
% Responding 
Not a Barrier/ 
Small Barrier  
% Responding 
Moderate/ 
Large Barrier  
% Responding 
No Opinion/Not 
Encountered 
High cost of buildable land 16.42  77.61* 5.97 
Lack of local funds for aff. housing development 23.53  73.52* 2.94 
Limited availability of buildable land 25.38  71.64* 2.99 
Lack of federal/state funds for aff. housing dev. 27.95  69.11* 2.94 
Lack of funds for predevelopment expenses 29.85    67.16* 10  2.99 
Lack of private funds to invest in aff. housing 35.82 61.20 2.99 
Lack of capacity (budget, staff, etc.) at your org. 42.43    57.58 11  0 
Process for rezoning too cumbersome 31.34    56.72 12  11.94 
Not enough $$ for your org.'s operating budget 44.78    53.73 13  1.49 
Resistance from citizens/NIMBYism 46.27 47.76 5.97 
Minimal support from local elected officials 53.73 46.27 0 
*indicates > 33% of respondents ranked the item as a “large barrier” 
 
 
The second quartile of barriers to affordable housing development identified by survey 
respondents includes an assortment of barriers that are listed below in Table 5.2.  Most of the 
barriers in this quartile relate directly to local government regulations and process related to 
                                                 
10 Only 38% of multi-family developers reported this concern versus 69% of single-family developers.  The issue 
likely stood out for single-family developers because many of them are non-profits with fewer resources. 
11 Sixty-nine percent of non-profits and 63% of single-family developers cited lack of internal capacity as a 
moderate/large barrier, as compared to 24% of for-profits and 25% of multi-family developers.  Presumably this 
disparity is indicative of the larger staffs, steadier income stream, and other resources associated with for-profit, 
largely multi-family housing organizations.  Non-profits are more likely to exist simply to fulfill a housing mission, 
regardless of staff and budget capacity. 
12 Among multi-family developers, 69% noted that a cumbersome zoning process was a moderate/large barrier, 
likely because more multi-family projects require rezoning due to a lack of suitably zoned land. 
13 Sixty percent of non-profits reported that lack of funds for their operating budget was a moderate/large barrier, 
and 35% of for-profits had this concern.  Probable reasons for this discrepancy are described in footnote # 11. 
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housing development, such as: a lengthy and inconsistent development review process, lengthy 
permitting process, lack of land zoned for multi-family, public hearing requirements, poor 
coordination among local government departments, minimal support from local staff, and the 
requirements for special/conditional use permits.  The remaining two barriers—poor information 
about buildable lots and stormwater retention regulations—are not primarily within local control 
but local governments may takes steps that make these barriers more or less imposing.     
Table 5.2 
BARRIERS: IMPORTANT 
 
 
Description of Item 
% Responding 
Not a Barrier/ 
Small Barrier  
% Responding 
Moderate/ 
Large Barrier  
% Responding 
No Opinion/Not 
Encountered 
Public hearing requirements 47.06 45.59 7.35 
Local development review process too lengthy 48.53    45.59 14  5.88 
Local permitting process too lengthy 50.00    45.59 15  4.41 
Lack of land zoned for multifamily 28.98    44.92 16  26.09 
Poor info on availability of buildable lots 47.76    43.28 17  8.96 
Poor coordination among local govt departments 51.47    42.65 18  5.88 
Stormwater retention regulations 39.39 42.43 18.18 
Inconsistent (hard to predict) permitting process 52.24    41.79 19  5.97 
Minimal support from local government staff 58.82 41.18 0 
Special/conditional use permit required 47.76    38.80 20  13.43 
 
 
 The third quartile, shown below in Table 5.3, features a mixed bag of barriers that is less 
cohesive than the higher ranked groups.  Included in this group are several more barriers that are 
directly related to local government: an inconsistent development review process; locally-
                                                 
14 Only 28% of single-family developers hold this view compared to 50% of multi-family developers, likely due to 
the increased scrutiny faced by multi-family projects. 
15 Among for-profits, 61% cited a lengthy local permitting process as a moderate/large barrier, while 62% of multi-
family developers shared this view.  This finding is perhaps because for-profits tend to specialize in Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit deals and other deals involving tight state/federal-government imposed timelines.  Also, the 
permitting and development review processes are typically more stringent for multi-family developments. 
16 Among for-profits, 83% listed lack of land zoned for multi-family use as a moderate/larger barrier and 94% of 
multi-family developers agreed.  This finding is self-explanatory given the focus on building multi-family projects. 
17 Fifty-nine percent of single-family developers rated this barrier as moderate/large versus 31% of multi-family 
developers, perhaps due to the more limited staff capacity of single-family (often non-profit) organizations. 
18 Only 22% of single-family developers cited this category as a moderate/large concern compared to 44% of multi-
family developers.  The discrepancy may reflect the increased scrutiny of multi-family projects. 
19 Sixty-one percent of for-profits and 62% of multi-family developers reported experiencing an inconsistent (hard to 
predict) permitting process that posed a moderate/large barrier.  See footnote # 15 for a likely explanation. 
20 Fifty-six percent of for-profits and 69% of multi-family developers listed special/conditional use permits as a 
moderate/large barrier, likely because developers who focus on multi-family housing (whether affordable or not) are 
much more likely to require these permits for their projects. 
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imposed environmental regulations; limited density allowed by zoning; required fees to support 
schools and other services; and minimum standards for sidewalks, setbacks, parking, and open 
space.  Perhaps surprisingly, the barrier of market conditions not conducive to building appears 
in this quartile, with only 30 percent of respondents considering such conditions as a moderate or 
large barrier.  This finding implies that the vast majority of respondents apparently believe the 
recent market has been conducive to building more affordable housing. 
Table 5.3 
BARRIERS: SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 
 
 
Description of Item 
% Responding 
Not a Barrier/ 
Small Barrier  
% Responding 
Moderate/ 
Large Barrier  
% Responding 
No Opinion/Not 
Encountered 
Inconsistent/hard to predict dev. review process 54.55    37.88 21  7.58 
Locally-imposed environmental regulations 44.12 36.77 19.12 
Limited density allowed 52.24    35.83 22  11.94 
Fees for schools, parks, roads, etc. 42.65    32.35 23  25.00 
Market conditions not conducive to building 59.71 29.85 10.45 
Sidewalk requirements 55.88 29.41 14.71 
Minimum setback standards 64.70 27.94 7.35 
Minimum parking requirements 63.76 27.54 8.7 
Open space/green space requirements 63.23 23.53 13.24 
 
 
 The barriers that fell into the fourth quartile of responses, shown in Table 5.4 on the next 
page, do not appear to be particularly important.  For each of these practices, 22 percent or fewer 
of respondents indicated that the barriers were moderate or large.  One group of these barriers 
includes local regulations related to minimum home size, historic district standards, minimum 
street sizes and lot widths, height restrictions on buildings, and restrictions on accessory 
dwellings or single room occupancy units.  Other barriers in the fourth quartile include difficulty 
finding qualified professionals to work on affordable housing development, and local zoning that 
includes an urban growth boundary or policy of dispersal of affordable housing that limits the 
number of suitable sites.  However, note that some of these barriers are considered more 
important by for-profit and multi-family developers, as shown in the footnotes and Appendix C. 
                                                 
21 Sixty-one percent of for-profit developers and 56% of multi-family developers cited an inconsistent development 
review processes as a moderate/large barrier. See footnote # 15 above for a likely explanation. 
22 Among for-profits, 53% reported limited density as a moderate/large barrier, and 67% of multi-family developers 
concurred.  Organizations that focus on multi-family housing are more likely to face density-related constraints. 
23 Fifty percent of for-profits cited fees for schools, parks, etc. as a moderate/large barrier, likely because the multi-
family projects these organizations build are larger, face more fees, or may be built in urban areas with higher fees. 
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Table 5.4 
BARRIERS: NOT IMPORTANT 
 
 
Description of Item 
% Responding 
Not a Barrier/ 
Small Barrier  
% Responding 
Moderate/ 
Large Barrier  
% Responding 
No Opinion/Not 
Encountered 
Minimum house footprint or square footage sizes 61.77 22.06 16.18 
Locally-imposed historic district standards 55.88 22.06 22.06 
Minimum street widths 63.23 22.06 16.18 
Minimum street frontage requirements 64.70 20.59 14.71 
Minimum lots sizes 64.71 20.58 14.71 
Difficulty finding architects, engineers, etc. 78.78 18.18 3.03 
Aff. housing must be dispersed 57.36    17.64 24  25.00 
Urban growth boundaries 56.71    13.43 25  29.85 
Height restrictions on buildings 56.52    10.15 26  33.33 
Caps or quotas on building permits 66.66 10.15 23.19 
Restrictions on accessory dwelling units 55.22 5.97 38.81 
Prohibitions on single room occupancy 42.65 4.41 52.94        
Facilitators of Affordable Housing Development 
 The survey findings indicate that developers believe many forms of assistance and 
regulatory relief could help make it easier to build affordable housing.  Each survey participant 
was asked to respond to a series of questions that assessed 61 different tools and strategies that 
local governments could pursue to better enable developers to build affordable housing.  
Respondents were told to consider the options presented them based on how helpful they might 
be, regardless of whether they had actually encountered such practices.  This is an important 
distinction compared to the questions related to barriers, which asked respondents to focus on 
actual barriers.  The 61 tools were identified as possible facilitators based on a review of existing 
literature, as described in the Research Design section of this report. 
The top quartile of responses, shown below in Table 5.5, can be organized into three 
basic groups: 1) practices that raise awareness of affordable housing needs, 2) practices that 
provide better information to developers, and 3) practices that make development less expensive.  
Practices that ranked high within the awareness category include adding affordable housing as a 
                                                 
24 Among for-profit developers, 41% cited dispersal requirements as a moderate/large concern.  Among multi-family 
developers, this figure rose to 44%.  This is presumably explained by the fact that multi-family projects are much 
more likely to be subject to these requirements than are single-family developments. 
25 Twenty-nine percent of for-profits reported urban growth boundaries as a moderate/large concern.  It is not clear 
what explains this gap, but these organizations may build in urbanized areas where boundaries are more common. 
26 No non-profit or single-family developers reported this item as a moderate/large barrier but 39% of for-profits and 
31% of multi-family developers did, since multi-family housing is more likely to run up against height restrictions. 
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goal to the local comprehensive plan (which would presumably raise awareness among local 
government staff); having local elected official promote affordable housing; promotion and 
marketing of successful developments by the local government; educating the public about 
affordable housing; pressuring the state and federal government to support affordable housing; 
and engaging employers about the issue.  Practices related to improving information availability 
include local assistance in identifying available land and market research.  Finally, practices that 
could help make development less expensive include: dedicating local funds for affordable 
housing; funding infrastructure improvements; making available low interest construction and 
permanent loans; selling government-owned land at below market value for development into 
affordable housing; creating a local housing trust fund to raise money; and offering fee waivers. 
Table 5.5 
FACILITATORS: VERY IMPORTANT 
 
 
Description of Item 
% Responding 
Not Helpful/ 
Small Help  
% Responding 
Moderate/ 
Large Help 
 
% Responding 
No Opinion 
Include aff. housing as goal in local comp. plan 13.05  86.96* 0 
Assist in identifying available land 13.05 85.51 1.45 
Dedicated funds for housing in local govt budget 10.15  85.50* 4.35 
Promotion of aff. housing - local elected officials 14.50     85.50* 27  0 
Government-funded infrastructure improvement 11.76  85.30* 2.94 
Low interest permanent loans/grants 15.94  84.06* 0 
Market/promote successful aff. housing projects 14.50 82.61 2.90 
Conduct market research on local housing needs 17.39 82.61 0 
Sale of govt-owned land at below market value 13.05    81.16 28  5.80 
Establish local housing trust fund to raise funds 11.60  81.16* 7.25 
Educate the public about affordable housing 20.29    79.71 29  0 
Low interest construction loans/grants 20.90 79.10 0 
Fee waivers (permits, etc.) for aff. housing 18.84 78.26 2.90 
Pressure state/federal govt to support aff housing 14.49 76.81 8.70 
Engage local employers on issue of aff. housing 18.84     76.81 30  4.35 
*indicates > 66% of respondents ranked the item as a “large help” 
 
                                                 
27 Ninety-one percent of single-family developers cited this strategy as a moderate/large help compared with 62% of 
multi-family developers.  It is not clear what explains the gap in these findings. 
28 Eighty-five percent of single-family developers but only 60% of multi-family ones list this practice as a moderate/ 
large help, perhaps because single-family developers tend to be non-profit and have less money for land purchase. 
29 Ninety-one percent of single-family developers considered this practice a potentially moderate/large help versus 
56% of multi-family developers.  The reasons for this large discrepancy are not clear. 
30 Half of for-profit developers and 44% of multi-family developers believed it would be a moderate/large help for 
local governments to engage local employers on the issue of affordable housing, compared to 86% of non-profits 
and 82% of single-family developers who shared this view.  Non-profits typically receive more support from the 
local business community than do for-profits, and this may help to explain the disparity in results for this question. 
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The second quartile of facilitators includes many practices that would improve the 
efficiency of the local government development review process, as well as other types of tools 
and strategies.  The second quartile practices are listed below in Table 5.6.  Practices that relate 
to improving local government efficiency include: making information of the local development 
process available; providing a special review team and/or fast track review for affordable 
housing projects; creating one-stop permitting centers; reducing the number of public hearings 
required; making the development review process more consistent and predictable; and 
enhancing the coordination of the review process among departments.  Other practices in this 
quartile that do not directly relate to the development review process include: land assembly for 
affordable housing; bond referendums seeking citizen support for funding; partnerships with 
housing advocacy groups; cooperation with neighboring jurisdictions; density bonuses for 
affordable housing; inclusionary zoning requiring a certain percentage of new units be 
affordable; low interest predevelopment loans/grants; and sale of government buildings at below 
market value for conversion to affordable housing. 
Table 5.6 
FACILITATORS: IMPORTANT 
 
 
Description of Item 
% Responding 
Not Helpful/ 
Small Help 
% Responding 
Moderate/ 
Large Help 
 
% Responding 
No Opinion 
Land assembly/banking to create suitable lots 17.39    75.36 31  7.25 
Bond referendum for citizens to fund aff housing 16.17    73.53 32  10.29 
Info on the local development process 26.09 72.47 1.45 
Fast track review for affordable housing 21.74    72.46 33  5.80 
Create "one-stop" permitting center 18.84    72.46 34  8.70 
Partner with housing advocacy groups 26.47    72.06 35  1.47 
                                                 
31 Eighty-six percent of non-profits and 79% of single-family developers cited land assembly/banking as a moderate/ 
large help, nearly double the percentage of for-profits (and 23% more than multi-family developers) with that 
opinion.  Non-profits may need more help accumulating land because of less access to financial resources. 
32 Among non-profits, 80% believe a bond referendum to fund affordable housing would be a potentially moderate/ 
large help; slightly over half of for-profit respondents shared this view.  It is not clear what might explain this gap. 
33 Of the for-profit developers, 89% cited fast track review for affordable housing as a moderate/large help; 67% of 
non-profits agreed.  More for-profits surveyed may be interested due to the increased scrutiny given to multi-family 
projects and the tight timelines associated with Low Income Housing Tax Credits and other programs they access. 
34 As with fast track review, 89% of for-profits believed “one-stop” permitting centers would be a moderate/large 
help.  This is likely explained in part because for-profits are more likely to work in many jurisdictions across the 
state and therefore may be less familiar with local intricacies of the development review process. 
35 Eighty percent of non-profits and 85% of single-family developers pointed to local governments partnering with 
housing advocacy groups to raise awareness as a potentially moderate/large help.  At least two factors may help 
explain the strong belief in this strategy among non-profit and single-family developers: 1) many non-profits engage 
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Cooperate with neighboring jurisdictions 26.47 72.06 1.47 
Reduce number of public hearings needed 19.11 72.06 8.82 
Make dev. review process more predictable 21.74 71.02 7.25 
Improve coordination of review process 23.18 71.02 5.80 
Density bonus if project has affordable housing 17.39 71.01 11.59 
Inclusionary zoning requiring affordable units 24.63     71.01 36  4.35 
Special review team for affordable housing 24.63 69.57 5.80 
Low interest predevelopment loans/grants 24.63 69.56 5.8 
Sale of govt buildings at below market value 17.64 69.12 13.24 
 
In the next tier of affordable housing development facilitators—the third quartile, as 
shown on the following page in Table 5.7—are a diverse set of local regulatory approaches, 
funding tactics, and communication and related strategies.  Suggested practices related to local 
government’s regulatory role include: increasing the amount of land zoned for higher density and 
multi-family developments; allowing affordable housing as a “use by right” across different 
zoning districts; creating more lenient standards for sidewalks and other infrastructure; 
increasing the flexibility of design guidelines as well as standards for lot sizes and setbacks.  
Practices related to funding include: grants to directly subsidize affordable developers’ 
operations; property tax abatements; low interest loans/grants for housing rehabilitation; use of 
tax increment financing (TIF) districts that include an affordable housing requirement; and 
subsidies to low-income individuals to increase their purchasing power.  Local government 
practices related to communications and similar strategies include: creating a task force to 
address affordable housing; serving as an intermediary between developers and citizens; 
providing information on local, state and federal housing programs; and designing an online tool 
for developers to monitor development applications. 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                             
in some housing advocacy of their own and 2) as mission-driven organizations, non-profits may have a stronger 
belief and greater faith in the need for affordable housing advocacy.   
36 Only 56% of for-profit developers believed mandatory inclusionary zoning would be a moderate/large help, 
compared to 76% of non-profits.  The explanation for this gap is not obvious, but it may stem in part from different 
opinions regarding the appropriate level of government intervention in housing between for-profits and non-profits 
(with more for-profits favoring a subsidy/partnership model rather than an exactions model). 
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Table 5.7 
FACILITATORS: SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 
 
 
Description of Item 
% Responding 
Not Helpful/ 
Small Help 
% Responding 
Moderate/ 
Large Help 
 
% Responding 
No Opinion 
Grants to subsidize your org.'s operating budget 27.54    68.12 37  4.35 
Create a task force or committee on aff. housing 30.44    68.12 38  1.45 
Property tax abatements (for a set period) 23.52    67.65 39  8.82 
Zone land for denser development 20.29    66.67 40  13.04 
Low interest loans/grants for housing rehab 25.00 66.18 8.82 
Serve as intermediary for developers/citizens 30.88 66.18 2.94 
Info on local/state/federal housing programs 33.82    64.71 41  1.47 
Develop online tool to monitor application status 26.09 63.77 10.14 
Tax Increment Financing district w/ aff. housing 19.11 63.24 17.65 
Overlay to allow use by right for aff. housing 28.98    62.32 42  8.70 
Loans/grants to potential renters/buyers 28.98    62.31 43  8.70 
Lenient standards on streets, other infrastructure 28.99 62.31 8.70 
Zone more multifamily land 23.52    61.76 44  14.71 
Flexible design guidelines 34.33 61.20 4.48 
Flexible standards for lot size, setback 34.78 59.42 5.80 
 
 Even the affordable housing facilitators that rank in the fourth quartile include several 
local government practices that 50 percent or more respondents believed would be a moderate or 
large help.  The highest ranking of these practices include: inclusionary zoning encouraging (but 
not requiring) a portion of new housing units be affordable; provision of technical assistance to 
                                                 
37 Eighty-four percent of non-profit developers and 82% of single-family developers believe grants to subsidize their 
operating budget would be a moderate/large help, compared to 22% of for-profits and 31% of multi-family 
developers.  This difference clearly relates to the relative lack of internal financial capacity of many non-profits. 
38 Among both non-profits and single-family developers, 76% believe it would be a moderate/large help to create a 
local task force to address affordable housing, while only 45% of for-profits and 50% of multi-family developers 
shared this view.  It is unclear why this gap in opinion exists, but responses to other survey questions indicate that 
non-profits may have greater faith in the role of local government involvement. 
39 Fifty-five percent of single-family developers and 75% of multi-family ones believe this would be a moderate/ 
large help.  The gap is presumably explained by the fact that single-family developers sell their homes and therefore 
pass along the property taxes to buyers, while multi-family developers must pay taxes on their rental properties. 
40 Eighty-one percent of multi-family developers but just 58% of single-family ones cited zoning land for denser 
development as a moderate/large help, reflecting the challenge of finding land suitably zoned for dense projects. 
41 Seventy-two percent of non-profits and 79% of single-family developers wanted more information on local, state, 
and federal housing programs.  Non-profits may be more likely to desire this help due to a lack of organizational 
capacity and a lack of experience with housing programs, although this explanation is somewhat tenuous. 
42 Three-quarters of multi-family developers believed such a policy would be a moderate/large help compared to 
55% of single-family developers.  This difference is likely due to the fact that single-family housing (whether or not 
it is affordable) is less likely to face zoning barriers than is multi-family housing. 
43 Seventy percent of single-family developers (and only 44% of multi-family developers) reported this category as a 
moderate/large help, although it is not clear what reason there is for discrepancy.  
44 Eighty-three percent of for-profits and 81% of multi-family developers believe zoning more multi-family land 
would be a moderate/large help; multi-family developments are often constrained by a lack of suitably zoned land. 
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affordable housing developers; flexible standards for building size/footprint; and a sliding scale 
for permitting fees and other exactions based on unit size.  Many of the remaining practices in 
this quartile are in the category of fairly narrow regulatory relief measures, such as less stringent 
standards for erosion control, landscaping and tree protection.  A complete list of practices that 
fell into the fourth quartile is shown below in Table 5.8.   
Table 5.8 
FACILITATORS: NOT IMPORTANT 
 
 
Description of Item 
% Responding 
Not Helpful/ 
Small Help 
% Responding 
Moderate/ 
Large Help  
 
% Responding 
No Opinion 
Inclusionary zoning encouraging certain % units 37.68 57.97 4.35 
Direct technical assistance to developers 38.24    57.36 45  4.41 
Flexible standards for building size, footprint 39.13 55.07 5.80 
Sliding scale for fees based on unit size 33.82 54.41 11.76 
Payments to lock in a lower rate for a loan 33.33 53.62 13.04 
Do not consider proximity to other aff. housing 38.24 51.47 10.29 
Less open space/green space required 44.12 48.53 7.35 
Reduced parking requirements 44.93    47.83 46  7.25 
Relaxed stormwater management standards 46.38 46.37 7.25 
Less stringent local environmental standards 50.72    42.03 47  7.25 
Less stringent sediment/erosion standards 55.08 39.13 5.80 
Fee-in-lieu payments as alternative to amenities 42.03 39.13 18.84 
Fewer standards for new vegetation/ landscaping 59.42 34.79 5.80 
Fewer standards for preservation of trees, etc. 59.42 33.33 7.25 
Allow single room occupancy projects 39.13 26.08 34.78 
Allow accessory dwelling units ("granny flats") 43.48 23.19 33.33 
 
A Final Note on the Ranking of Barriers and Facilitators 
The data above is sorted into four levels of importance for both categories—barriers and 
facilitators—in order to help focus the reader’s attention on the practices that received the most 
support.  However, even relatively low ranking practices were considered important by a 
considerable portion of respondents, especially for facilitators.  The lowest ranking facilitator 
(“Allow accessory dwelling units) was deemed a moderate/large help by nearly one-quarter of 
                                                 
45 About 25% of for-profit and multi-family developers said direct technical assistance from local governments 
would be a moderate/large help.  Seventy percent of non-profits and 72% of multi-family developers shared this 
view.  For-profits can better afford to retain staff with significant real estate development training and experience. 
46 Two-thirds of for-profit developers and 69% of multi-family developers believed reduced parking requirements 
would be a moderate/large help, a figure that is presumably explained by these organizations’ involvement in 
expensive multi-family projects for which creating parking spots is a significant expense. 
47 Fifty-six percent of multi-family developers and only 33% of single-family ones cited this approach as potentially 
a moderate/large help.  The gap is likely due to large projects being more likely to trigger environmental reviews. 
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survey participants.  Thus, even for relatively unimportant practices, it is crucial to remember 
that some of the practices described may have the potential to be significant in some situations 
(for particular developers or in particular jurisdictions).  Also, some practices may not pose 
major barriers to the group of respondents as a whole, but may be major barriers to certain types 
of developers.  For example, a local prohibition on single room occupancy units would likely 
only have a large impact on developers seeking to serve very low income or formerly homeless 
populations.   
Even affordable housing barriers and 
facilitators that were ranked as relatively 
unimportant by survey respondents may 
have large implications for some developers 
or in certain situations. 
A final word of caution is needed.  Since the survey asked respondents to answer barrier 
questions based only on items they had actually experienced, it is possible that potentially 
significant barriers were not ranked highly because they were not often encountered.  For 
instance, the complete survey data presented in 
Appendix B show that at least one-quarter of 
respondents replied “No opinion/Not 
Encountered” for seven of the barriers.  Just 
because a practice has not often been encountered does not mean it would pose no barrier if 
encountered.  For example, a policy requiring dispersal of low income housing may not be 
common but could be difficult to overcome if it were widely implemented.  The bottom line is 
that local policymakers should evaluate all policies to consider their impacts on the community’s 
most acute housing needs.  The survey findings may help policymakers identify and address the 
most relevant policies, but they can not be relied upon blindly without considering local context. 
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V.  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
Overview 
 The intent of this study is to shed light on strategies local governments can use to support 
the creation of new affordable housing stock.  In order to meet this objective, a comprehensive 
survey was administered to private affordable housing developers to identify practices that serve 
either as affordable housing development facilitators or barriers.  This final section of the report 
reviews the background, purpose and main results of the study, offers recommendations to local 
governments interested in increasing and improving their stock of affordable housing, and 
provides a final analysis of survey findings. 
Review of Study Rationale and Purpose 
There is a growing need for affordable housing across the country, including in North 
Carolina where 42.3 percent of renters and 30.9 percent of owners with mortgages spent at least 
30 percent of their income on housing costs in 2005 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005).48  Especially in 
light of the reduced federal commitment to affordable housing production over recent decades, 
there is room for local governments to play a major role in supporting the development of new 
units of affordable housing.  Past surveys of local government staff and elected officials have 
found strong interest in affordable housing at the local level, but few resources exist that provide 
insight into strategies that help 
encourage development.  The survey 
conducted for this report confirms the 
import role local governments play in 
enabling or posing barriers to affordable 
housing development.  It also identifies 
specific strategies for local governments 
to consider, in order to enhance the 
capacity of private for-profit and non-
profit affordable housing developers. 
Habitat for Humanity of Durham single-family home 
                                                 
48 The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and other agencies consider 30% of pre-tax income the 
threshold beyond which housing becomes unaffordable. 
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Past research has documented a wide range of tools that local governments’ may use to 
encourage affordable housing.  However, past research sheds little light on whether these 
strategies are desired by the for-profit and non-profit organizations that develop most affordable 
housing.  The study described in this report seeks to remedy this shortcoming in the literature by 
documenting private sector developers’ perspectives on how local governments can best support 
their efforts to build affordable housing.  In specific, this report presents data collected from a 
survey of private affordable housing developers across North Carolina, in order to help local 
governments better understand and respond to developers’ needs.  The survey was designed to 
address the following question: What local government strategies are most likely to encourage 
affordable housing developers to build in their jurisdiction?  In particular, the survey focused on 
the following two sub-questions: 1) What types of assistance from local governments do 
affordable housing developers in North Carolina most want?  2) What are the most significant 
local government-imposed barriers to affordable housing in North Carolina? 
Key Lessons of the Survey 
 The survey results demonstrate, first of all, that local governments play an important role 
in the affordable housing arena.  Their policies and programs have the potential to significantly 
impact for-profit and non-profit organizations’ ability to develop affordable housing.  Factors 
like internal organizational capacity and market forces have a significant impact on affordable 
housing development, but the role local government plays is equally or more important, 
according to the vast majority of survey respondents. 
 The paragraphs below focus on important themes revealed by the data on affordable 
housing facilitators and barriers.  The themes described here reflect the results of the findings 
from all 69 survey respondents without regard to organization type.  In some cases, there are 
obvious data disparities between for-profit developers and non-profit developers, or between 
exclusively single-family developers and exclusively multi-family developers.  Key differences 
in data for these respondent types are pointed out but not elaborated on in detail.  Please refer to 
Appendix C for a thorough breakdown of survey data by respondent type. 
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Affordable Housing Development Barriers  
Every survey participant was asked to respond to a series of questions about the degree to 
which, in the past five years, their organization had faced challenges related to any of 42 
different issues potentially affecting affordable housing development.  Survey results make it 
clear that developers encounter a wide variety of barriers to their work.  There are multiple 
impediments that make it a challenge to build affordable housing, but four categories of barriers 
deserve special mention and are listed below in descending order of importance. 
1) Funding constraints.  Survey respondents indicated that the largest barriers constraining 
affordable housing development relate in one way or another to funding.  Four of the top five 
barriers to affordable housing development are the high costs of buildable land, lack of local 
affordable housing funds, lack of federal/state affordable housing funds, and lack of funds for 
predevelopment expenses.49  More than two-thirds of survey respondents consider each of these 
four items a moderate or large barrier.  The consensus around these items, and several other 
funding-related barriers identified by the survey, suggests that the primary obstacle to affordable 
housing development is a lack of sufficient financial resources.  Further, this finding holds true 
across respondent types.  That is, funding remains a top concern regardless of whether 
developers are for-profit or non-profit, multi-family or single-family.  Still, a lack of funding is 
not the only major barrier that drew the attention of developers. 
2) Regulatory hurdles.  The survey findings confirm that affordable housing developers are 
concerned about the impact of regulations on their ability to build housing.  There are numerous 
regulations that may affect housing construction, and many were ranked highly by survey 
respondents.  Among the regulatory issues that respondents consider to be moderate or large 
barriers are: a cumbersome rezoning process, public hearing requirements, a lengthy 
development review process, and lack of land zoned multi-family.  It is clear from the data that 
the local regulatory framework impacts affordable housing development, but no single regulation 
resonates with all developers.  Notably, for-profit and multi-family developers tended to report 
far more serious concerns with local regulations, likely because multi-family developments 
(whether affordable or not) face more regulatory barriers and increased scrutiny during project 
                                                 
49 Respondents also ranked the limited availability of buildable land as a top five barrier, and this item may be 
viewed independently or as something that is related to a lack of financial resources.  That is, more land would be 
available if its price were not a serious constraint. 
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review.50  Also, most for-profit, multi-family developers work with Low Income Housing Tax 
Credits and other such programs that have strict timelines for project completion based on both 
federal requirements and the returns owed to equity investors. 
3) Public support and services.  Barriers to affordable housing in a community may result from 
the actions of its citizens, its elected officials, or its government staff.  Many respondents cited a 
not in my back yard (NIMBY) mentality among citizens, lack of support from local elected 
officials and government staff, poor coordination among departments and an inconsistent 
permitting process as moderate or large barriers to affordable housing development.  These 
findings indicate that supporters of affordable housing face many obstacles to overcome besides 
fiscal and regulatory ones.  It is worth noting that multi-family developers, in particular, 
expressed heightened concerns related to governmental coordination and lack of consistency in 
the permitting process, likely for the reasons explained in the preceding paragraph.   
4) Organizational capacity.  An organization’s internal capacity—in terms of its staff size and 
ability, its operating budget, and other factors—affects its ability to develop affordable housing.  
More than half of all survey respondents reported that organizational capacity is a moderate or 
large barrier, and over two-thirds of non-profit developers expressed this opinion.  There is no 
need to discuss organizational capacity extensively, since it is a fairly obvious constraint on the 
abilities of small, cash-strapped organizations.  However, it is important to realize that limits to 
organizational capacity may be difficult to overcome even in light of government-led efforts to 
overcome other, external barriers. 
Affordable Housing Development Facilitators 
Survey participants were asked a series of questions regarding 61 potential tools and 
strategies that local governments might use to encourage affordable housing development.  
Respondents were told to consider each practice based on how helpful it might be regardless of 
whether their organization had experience with the practice.  This is an important distinction 
compared to the questions related to barriers, which asked respondents about barriers they had 
observed firsthand.  The data show that developers believe many forms of assistance and 
                                                 
50 In fact, a review of the survey data reveals numerous regulatory barriers for which there were at least 24% more 
multi-family developers who ranked the practices as moderate/large barriers compared to single-family developers.  
These barriers include special/conditional use requirements, density limits, height restrictions, dispersal 
requirements, and more.    
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regulatory relief could help improve the ease of building affordable housing.  However, the 
highest ranked practices can be organized into four groups, which are listed below in descending 
order of importance. 
1) Increasing awareness.  Respondents noted the potential importance of a variety of tools that 
could help raise awareness of affordable housing needs among the public and within 
government.  Among the specific practices endorsed by respondents are for local governments 
to: include affordable housing as a comprehensive plan goal; have elected official promote 
affordable housing; showcase successful developments through marketing; educate the public 
about affordable housing; pressure the state and federal government to support affordable 
housing; and engage employers on the issue.  There is fairly strong support for these sorts of 
practices among all respondent types, though non-profit developers typically are more optimistic 
about the potential of awareness-raising strategies than are for-profits.  
 2) Cost saving strategies.  Not surprisingly, given that funding is the top ranked barrier to 
developers’ work, respondents endorsed various practices that help make development less 
costly.  A large majority of respondents support dedicated local funds for affordable housing, 
public infrastructure improvements, low interest construction and permanent loans, sale of 
government-owned land at below market value, fee waivers and other practices that would 
reduce their development costs.  In general, developers of all types back initiatives like these.  
However, by a nearly four-to-one margin non-profit developers are far more interested in 
funding that would go directly toward organizations’ operating budgets than are for-profits.  This 
is presumably due to the greater challenges to internal capacity faced by non-profits. 
3) Information sharing.  Developers reported a strong interest in finding ways to receive more 
information related to affordable housing development.  Specifically, developers desire more 
access to information on available land and also market research regarding local housing needs.  
In addition to these two areas of information sharing, which were desired by all respondent 
types, non-profit and single-family developers expressed strong interest in receiving direct 
technical assistance from local governments. 
4) Improved government processes.  Survey results show that developers support a variety of 
practices that relate to regulatory relief and improved government services.  Respondents gave 
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especially high marks to practices like fast-track permitting, one-stop development centers, 
density bonuses for affordable housing, reduced numbers of public hearings, and improved 
coordination among departments for development review.  Reflecting their increased concern 
about regulatory barriers, for-profit and multi-family developers are more likely to support 
strategies that seek to improve government processes. 
It important to note that respondents ranked many practices in the facilitators category 
highly.  In fact, 16 of the 61 facilitators covered by the survey were cited as potentially of 
moderate/large importance by over three-quarters of respondents.  Thus, even many low ranking 
facilitators are considered a potentially substantial help by a clear majority of respondents.  The 
fact that many facilitators scored highly shows there are numerous ways for local governments to 
foster affordable housing creation.  It also indicates a need for jurisdictions to meet with local 
developers to better understand which programs they most desire.   
A Cautionary Word 
This study has focused on identifying highly ranked affordable housing barriers and 
facilitators.  Yet many relatively low-ranked practices also are considered important by a large 
portion of respondents.  That is, even relatively less important barriers and facilitators may be 
significant in some cases (for particular developers or jurisdictions, or to meet specific housing 
needs).  For example, a prohibition on single room occupancy units does not rank high in the 
survey results, but such a policy could have a large impact on developers seeking to serve 
homeless or extremely low income populations.  Thus, local governments must look closely at 
the specific context for affordable housing in their jurisdiction, in order to select the most 
appropriate policies and programs. 
Recommendations for Local Governments 
 The prior section of this report summarizes the highest ranking affordable housing 
development barriers and facilitators from the perspective of private developers.  However, it is 
also important to step back from the specific strategies and consider how local governments may 
approach affordable housing from a broader perspective.  The nine recommendations presented 
on the next page are intended to raise key issues for local governments to consider as they 
attempt to hone their approach toward affordable housing: 
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o Recommendation 1. Conduct a thorough local assessment of existing housing 
needs and attempt to gauge future needs for the short- and long-term.  A sound 
approach to affordable housing policy should be grounded in community realities.  
o Recommendation 2. Review current policies and programs to identify the most 
significant existing affordable housing barriers and facilitators.  The findings 
contained in this report should help localities conduct this task. 
o Recommendation 3. Convene stakeholders (neighborhood groups, developers, 
property owners, individual citizens, etc.) to confirm and build upon internal 
assessments of needs and potential remedies.  
o Recommendation 4. Consider working with other localities to develop regional 
approaches to affordable housing, as well as to seek additional support (funding, 
legal authority, etc.) from the state and federal governments.  Affordable housing 
is too broad and complex a problem to address solely from the local level. 
o Recommendation 5. Formulate explicit policy goals and measurable objectives 
related to affordable housing.  Spending time at the outset to develop a well-
supported, coherent approach to the issue should pay dividends in the long-run. 
o Recommendation 6. Recognize that affordable housing needs must be balanced 
with other local interests.  Seeking synergies between affordable housing needs 
and other needs is beneficial.  For instance, a municipality interested in revamping 
its downtown may consider subsidizing affordable home building near downtown.  
o Recommendation 7. Engage affordable housing developers in ongoing dialogue.  
Typically, dialogue between developers and local governments is project-specific.  
Broader discussions about how to work together could help both parties. 
o Recommendation 8. Keep in mind that seemingly benign policies may have a 
large impact on some types of affordable housing.  For example, restrictions on 
accessory dwelling units may not hurt construction of new affordable housing 
construction, but may restrict the overall supply of affordable housing. 
o Recommendation 9.  Recognize that local government cannot address affordable 
housing single-handedly.  Partnerships with nearby jurisdictions may be helpful, 
and ongoing state and federal support is crucial.  Local governments should work 
together to pursue more assistance from higher levels of government. 
These recommendations should help frame local governments’ efforts to develop a strategy of 
addressing affordable housing needs.  However, the recommendations are not intended to 
provide guidance as to which specific policies and programs to pursue.  In fact, it may be 
unreasonable to expect such guidance given the uniqueness of local circumstances.  The final 
section of this report, presented below, picks up on this theme. 
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Developing Opportunity: Toward a Successful Local Affordable Housing Strategy 
The survey results reveal numerous affordable housing development barriers and 
facilitators over which local governments can exercise at least some control.  The sheer range 
and complexity of the potential barriers/facilitators may confuse local governments that seek to 
pursue a strategy to increase affordable housing development.  In short, what policy approach 
should local governments adopt?  There is simply no universal solution that will meet all 
communities’ needs, but it is evident that a limited or narrow approach will miss many 
opportunities.  Instead, a robust and multi-faceted set of policies and programs has the best 
chance to meet the diverse needs of developers, and ultimately to reach individuals and families 
who need affordable housing.  Because there are many potentially important barriers and 
facilitators, it is essential for local governments to engage developers in dialogue to better assess 
which policies and programs would be most helpful locally. 
Although the study findings provide no clear path for local governments to follow, the 
good news is that the work of local staff and elected officials matters.  The findings confirm that 
developers believe local governments have the potential to impact affordable housing in many 
ways.  Jurisdictions may adopt policies and programs to directly help promote affordable 
housing, or may pursue policies and programs that—intentionally or not—pose additional 
barriers to its creation.  Some policies and programs may be beneficial to a community in one 
way yet impede affordable housing; e.g., open space requirements may have the side effect of 
making land more scarce and expensive.  Similarly, zoning codes that allow only single-family 
construction in a given area may help preserve the character of the neighborhood but may also 
have the effect of curtailing the prospect of affordable rental housing.   
This study should provide local governments with a better idea as to which practices to 
consider adopting.  Also, it should serve to guide detailed discussions among local government 
staff, developers and other stakeholders.  Local governments may want to consider using the 
questions and practices described in this report as a type of checklist to help assess local needs 
and opportunities.  The difficult but essential task for local governments is to devise a set of 
policies and programs that encourage affordable housing, while also protecting other legitimate 
community interests.  The fact that this balancing act among different interests must occur in a 
resource-constrained and politically charged environment adds to the challenge facing local 
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governments.  Ultimately, finding the “right” path to follow to encourage affordable housing 
creation begins and ends with effective leadership by local government staff and elected 
officials. 
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APPENDIX A.  GLOSSARY OF BARRIERS AND FACILITATORS  
 
This section of the report describes many of the potential affordable housing barriers and 
facilitators covered by the survey (some practices, such as “lack of local funds” and “lack of 
capacity at your organization,” and are not included because they are self-explanatory).  The 
intent of this appendix is to provide succinct explanations of each practice for readers who may 
not be familiar with particular barriers or facilitators.  The list below includes brief descriptions 
of practices that could be barriers or facilitators to affordable housing.  The list is divided into 
potential barriers (see below) and potential facilitators (see page A-5), in order to be consistent 
with the format used in the text of the report.  Within each category, practices are presented in 
alphabetical order using the names that appear in the text of the report.   
The descriptions are brief because they are intended only to clarify how each practice 
relates to affordable housing.  Also, the inclusion of the practices in the below list does not imply 
the authors endorsement of the practices; they are included for informational purposes so that 
readers better understand some of the more technical barriers and facilitators included in the 
survey.  Finally, the list of practices is not meant as legal advice, since some practices presented 
here may not be permissible under the powers granted to local governments by North Carolina 
law.  Readers who would like to better understand the legal underpinnings and other details of 
North Carolina local governments’ involvement in affordable housing should refer to Affordable 
Housing and North Carolina Local Governments by Anita R. Brown-Graham (UNC School of 
Government, 2006).  Also, David W. Owens’ Introduction to Zoning (UNC Institute of 
Government, 2001) is an excellent source of information on local governments’ powers to 
regulate land use; many land use-related decisions are relevant to affordable housing. 
BARRIERS 
 
o Affordable housing must be dispersed.  Some jurisdictions require that new, subsidized 
affordable housing projects be built a certain distance from other affordable housing or 
located in neighborhoods that do not already have high concentrations of poverty or of racial 
minority groups.  Such regulations may make it more difficult to identify allowable sites. 
 
o Caps or quotas on building permits.  Localities may impose annual building permit caps or 
quotas to help manage growth when growth exceeds public capacity.  Although these 
measures are intended to allow the public sector time to catch up to increased demands for 
services, there are examples where they have been used to block affordable housing projects. 
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o Fees for schools, parks, roads, etc.  Localities may impose a variety of fees to help recoup 
costs of publicly-provided infrastructure and other improvements.  These fees add to the cost 
of development for all builders, but may have a proportionally greater impact on affordable 
housing due to the more limited budgets for some affordable housing projects. 
 
o Height restrictions on buildings.  Most jurisdictions limit the height of buildings and these 
limits typically vary by zoning district.  Depending on the specifics of the limits in place, 
these restrictions may impede multi-story (likely rental) affordable housing developments. 
 
o Inconsistent (hard to predict) development review process and/or inconsistent (hard to 
predict) permitting process.  Developers must assess the level of risk they are willing to 
accept when they embark on a project, and local processes for which the ultimate outcomes 
are difficult to predict increase risk.  This may be especially true for affordable housing 
developers, since their resources are often limited and the financial rewards of successfully 
developing a given project are smaller. 
 
o Lack of funds for predevelopment expenses.  Predevelopment expenses are associated with 
early phases of a project, such as engineering studies, options on land, and market research.  
If affordable housing developers are operating with limited funds, they may not be able to 
cover these expenses and potentially strong opportunities may be missed. 
 
o Lack of land zoned for multi-family.  Especially in suburban and rural areas, residential 
zoning may only allow single-family housing.  Multi-family housing may be prohibited 
entirely or deemed a special use requiring close scrutiny by local officials.  Such zoning may 
impede the construction of affordable housing, including townhouses and rental apartments. 
 
o Limited density allowed.  Zoning regulations include density standards and may constrain 
the development of affordable housing if the standards call for very low density.  Since land 
costs are a major factor in development, the larger the lots required the more expensive the 
project, all else being equal (i.e., higher density allows for more efficient land use). 
   
o Local development review process too lengthy and/or local permitting process too 
lengthy.  Time is money for developers, and the longer an approval process the more costly 
it is in terms of predevelopment expenses.  Also, affordable housing developers who make 
use of Low Income Housing Tax Credits and other government programs are typically on a 
tighter timeline.  In these cases, delays can derail a project. 
 
o Locally-imposed environmental regulations.  Examples of such regulations include stream 
buffers and prohibitions against building on steep slopes.  If these regulations are too 
stringent, they have the potential to drive up land costs by constraining available supply and 
limiting the amount of useable land per lot. 
 
o Minimal support from local elected officials and/or minimal support from local 
government staff.  Although formal development policies guide the entitlement process, 
support from elected officials and staff may be important to getting a project approved, 
especially in a timely manner.  In short, local politics matters for development. 
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o Minimum house footprint or square footage size.  Jurisdictions may adopt minimum 
house footprints or square footage sizes to help ensure that housing is consistent and in 
character with the community.  However, overly restrictive minimum standards may result in 
exclusion of more modestly sized, affordable homes. 
 
o Minimum lot sizes.  Similar to the above practice (minimum house size), local jurisdictions 
may adopt standards that dictate the minimum lot size for residential development.  
Standards may be set high enough (e.g., one-half acre) that land costs make affordable 
housing development difficult.  This category is closely related to density requirements. 
 
o Minimum parking requirements.  Localities typically set minimum standards for the 
number of parking spaces required for different types of development.  When standards are 
overly stringent or inflexible (e.g., not accounting for reduced parking needs for a project 
serving the elderly), they may add significant costs to the development budget. 
 
o Minimum setback standards.  These standards regulate how far back from the lot line 
buildings must be located.  Large setbacks limit the amount of buildable land on each lot and 
therefore may increase the amount of land needed for a particular project, thus raising cost. 
 
o Minimum street frontage requirements.  Frontage requirements set a minimum number of 
linear feet of a lot or a building that must border a given street.  The idea is to create a street-
level presence for each lot and building.  When combined with setbacks and other regulations 
it is possible that some frontage requirements make development more cumbersome. 
 
o Minimum street widths.  Localities establish minimum street widths to ensure sufficient 
capacity for accommodating traffic flow and allowing emergency vehicles to navigate the 
roads.  If a developer needs to construct new roads as part of a housing project, overly 
generous street widths can add significantly to costs by eating up land, as well as increasing 
material and labor costs. 
  
o Open space/green space requirements.  Jurisdictions may establish open space 
requirements to enhance quality of life for residents.  However, these requirements also 
decrease the amount of buildable land per lot, and may drive up land costs by decreasing 
density.  Thus, development costs may be increased by such requirements. 
 
o Poor coordination among local government departments.  The development review 
process often involves stamps of approval from multiple departments within city and/or 
county government.  If the departments do not coordinate effectively, the review process can 
be dragged out unnecessarily, which increases predevelopment costs and risk. 
 
o Poor information on availability of buildable lots.  Even in areas where buildable lots 
suitable for affordable housing exist, developers may not be aware.  If affordable housing 
developers are unaware of available land, of course, they cannot build on it.  Many affordable 
housing developers have few staff, which limits their ability to scout for buildable land. 
 
o Process for rezoning too cumbersome.  Developments may require rezoning of land (e.g., 
to allow higher density or multi-family units) to proceed.  If the rezoning process is deemed 
too slow, cumbersome or difficult, developers are less likely to pursue the project. 
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o Prohibitions on single-room occupancy.  Single-room occupancy refers to buildings that 
housing individuals in small rooms, with shared kitchens, bathrooms or other facilities.  
Some zoning codes specifically prohibit these types of buildings, which may prevent 
affordable housing developers from building units for especially low-income tenants. 
 
o Public hearing requirements.  Public hearings are required for many development 
proposals that do not automatically qualify to proceed (i.e., those where the zoning code 
allows local staff to accept projects without consultation of the public or elected officials).  
Localities may have different rules for the frequency and duration of such hearings.  
Affordable housing developers may avoid projects that require public hearings due to a fear 
that citizens’ NIMBY attitudes make project approval unlikely. 
 
o Resistance from citizens/NIMBYism.  Not in my back yard sentiments, where citizens who 
live next to proposed developments oppose them, are frequently cited as a key barrier to 
affordable housing.  Even citizens who vote for bonds to fund affordable housing are likely 
to resist affordable developments that are proposed near their property. 
 
o Restrictions on accessory dwelling units.  Also called “granny flats,” accessory dwelling 
units include structures like small backyard cottages or above-the-garage apartments that 
house one or more people.  Zoning codes often prohibit such structures in the name of 
preserving neighborhood character.  Such codes may restrict the supply of affordable units, 
although they are unlikely to pose a major barrier to affordable housing developers. 
 
o Sidewalk requirements.  Many jurisdictions require that developers include sidewalks on 
one or both sides of the street for new residential projects.  Such requirements are intended to 
increase pedestrian access/safety and improve quality of life, but also add to project costs. 
 
o Special/conditional use requirement.  Special or conditional use permits give jurisdictions 
more flexibility to allow certain uses in zoning districts when particular pre-determined 
conditions are met (determined by a quasi-judicial hearing where evidence is presented).  
This process helps give developers a chance to build projects such as apartments in zoning 
districts that might otherwise simply prohibit the category, but also allows jurisdictions to 
exercise much more control over the details of a project. 
 
o Stormwater retention regulations.  Localities may establish more stringent stormwater 
management practices than are required by state or federal law.  Stormwater regulations often 
require protection of undeveloped land for absorption or creation of stormwater detention 
ponds, both of which increase development costs. 
 
o Urban growth boundaries.  Though not common in North Carolina, urban growth 
boundaries constrain or prohibit development outside of a predetermined area, in order to 
limit sprawl and channel growth to infill areas.  These boundaries may have the side effect of 
increasing land cost by limiting supply. 
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FACILITATORS 
 
o Allow accessory dwelling units.  See “Restrictions on accessory dwelling units” in the 
Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Allow single-room occupancy projects.  See “Prohibitions on single-room occupancy” in 
the Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Assist in identifying available land.  See “Poor information on availability of buildable 
lots” in the Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Bond referendum for citizens to vote to fund affordable housing.  Local governments 
may propose bonds to borrow money for public projects, and citizen approval is needed for 
most types of bonds.  In general, bonds are likely to be approved by citizens, and their 
passage helps elected officials see the citizen support for whatever issue the bonds fund. 
 
o Conduct/disseminate market research on local affordable housing needs.  Market 
research can help identify geographic areas or niche markets (e.g., senior housing) that are 
undersupplied with affordable housing.  Affordable housing developers may benefit from 
such research but be unable to afford it. 
 
o Cooperate with neighboring jurisdictions to address affordable housing.  Communities 
where housing costs are relatively high often rely upon neighboring communities to house 
lower wage workers who are employed by local businesses (or by the local government).  In 
this sense and others, housing is a regional issue and a regional response may be helpful so 
that every community has a “fair share” of the supply of affordable housing. 
 
o Create “one-stop” permitting center.  Navigating the development application and review 
process may be complicated and time-consuming.  Creating a “one-stop” center that handles 
submissions and serves as a point of contact for developers may improve the ease of the 
development process. 
 
o Dedicated funds for housing in local government budget.  Jurisdictions that provide loans 
or grants to support affordable housing may do so through various methods.  Funds may be 
requested through a competitive process where non-profit organizations of all types vie for 
funding.  Alternatively, jurisdictions may allocate a certain amount of funding to affordable 
housing, which guarantees it will be expended on housing rather than another issue. 
 
o Density bonus if project has affordable housing.  Jurisdictions may choose to allow 
developers to include more units per acre for projects that meet certain public goals like 
provision of affordable housing.  For example, the zoning code could be set up to allow a 50 
percent density bonus for projects that are at least one-quarter affordable housing. 
 
o Direct technical assistance to affordable housing developers.  Local governments with the 
staff and expertise to do so may offer technical assistance on the topics of affordable housing 
development, local zoning regulations and other related policies/programs to help improve 
the capacity of affordable housing developers. 
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o Do not take into consideration proximity to other affordable housing.  See “Affordable 
housing must be dispersed” in the Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Establish local housing trust fund.  Trust funds collect and disburse funding to support 
specific activities, and some states and localities across the country make use of trust funds 
for affordable housing.  Funds may come from public and/or private sources, and funding 
awards may be given out for various activities, including direct assistance to developers. 
 
o Fast track review.  A quicker development review process can help reduce cost and mitigate 
risk.  Local governments may implement swifter, more streamlined reviews for projects that 
include at least a specified portion of affordable housing. 
  
o Fee waivers on permits, etc.  Local governments charge fees to process development 
applications, assign permits, etc., but may assist affordable housing developers by exempting 
them from these costs.  If direct exemption of affordable housing from these fees is not 
permissible, then local governments may reimburse developers for the fees. 
 
o Fee-in-lieu payments as alternatives to amenities.  Jurisdictions may require a variety of 
amenities on-site or adjacent to new developments.  Because these amenities are sometimes 
costly and time consuming to build, jurisdictions may choose to grant developers the option 
to pay a fee rather than building the amenities. 
 
o Fewer standards for new vegetation, landscaping and/or fewer standards for 
preservation of trees, other vegetation.  Requirements that dictate particular levels of 
landscaping, or that specify that vegetation be preserved, may contribute to the cost of 
housing developments.  Jurisdictions may relax these standards for affordable housing. 
  
o Flexible design guidelines.  Zoning codes may include detailed guidelines that specify 
potentially expensive design features.  Less stringent requirements could be specified for 
affordable housing developments, in order to reduce project hard and soft costs. 
 
o Flexible standards for building size and/or flexible standards for lot size, setbacks.  See 
“Minimum house footprint or square footage size” in the Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Government-funded infrastructure improvement.  Local governments may choose to 
build public roads, sidewalks, parks or other amenities to enhance the attractiveness of lots 
that are to be used for affordable housing.  These infrastructure improvements may reduce 
costs to affordable housing developers by reducing the need for privately funded amenities. 
 
o Improve coordination of departments involved in review.  See “Poor coordination among 
local government departments” in the Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Include affordable housing as a goal in the local comprehensive plan.  Comprehensive 
plans exist in many North Carolina localities to help guide the land use development process.  
Although these plans are not legally binding, they may be influential by providing a 
framework for elected officials and staff to rely on in making policy decisions.  Thus, 
explicitly acknowledging affordable housing as a local goal may be helpful. 
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o Inclusionary zoning encouraging affordable units and/or requiring affordable units.  
Inclusionary zoning refers to policies that encourage or require new developments to include 
a specified portion of affordable housing.  Housing advocates often consider these policies a 
key element of addressing the affordable housing shortage, but few localities have adopted an 
inclusionary zoning program.  In fact, von Hoffman, et al. report that of “more than 16,000 
permit issuing places [in the nation], fewer than 200 have adopted inclusionary zoning 
ordinances” (2006, p. ii). 
 
o Information on the local development process and/or information related to local, state, 
federal housing programs.  Because there are many nuances of local development policies, 
as well as housing subsidy programs, local governments may be able to help affordable 
housing developers by gathering and disseminating clear information on these topics. 
 
o Land assembly and land banking.  Especially for smaller affordable housing developers 
with limited resources, it is difficult to assemble lots for future housing developments.  Local 
governments may be able to fill this role by acquiring land, assembling it, and then re-selling 
it to affordable housing developers at the appropriate time. 
 
o Lenient standards for street width, sidewalks, etc.  See “Minimum street widths” and 
“Sidewalk requirements” in the Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Less open space/green space required.  See “Open space/green space requirements” in the 
Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Less stringent local environmental standards.  See “Locally-imposed environmental 
regulations.” in the Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Loans/grants to potential renters/buyers.  In addition to subsidizing affordable housing 
developers directly on the supply side, local governments may attempt to increase the buying 
power of lower-income citizens by offering mortgage assistance programs, rent supplements, 
and other forms of demand-side assistance. 
 
o Low interest construction loans, loans for rehabilitation of existing housing, permanent 
loans, and/or predevelopment loans.  One of the barriers to developing affordable housing 
is the need to secure debt financing for projects.  Affordable housing deals are relatively 
risky by nature, in that they are not designed to produce large cash flows.  Jurisdictions may 
assist with debt financing by offering low interest loans to affordable housing developers. 
 
o Make development review process more consistent/predictable.  See “Inconsistent (hard 
to predict) development review process...” in the Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Overlay to allow use by right for affordable housing.  Overlay districts allow more 
relaxed (or stringent) standards to be applied to zoning districts.  Overlay districts that allow 
affordable housing provided it meets certain standards could be created in a locality. 
 
o Payments of your organization’s behalf to lock in a lower interest rate for a loan.  
Similar to an individual’s home mortgage, loan terms for affordable housing developers may 
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be more favorable given the provision of increased equity upfront.  Local governments may 
help a developer gain better terms by providing them with equity or securing their loan. 
 
o Property tax abatements.  Payment of property taxes may be a substantial expense for 
affordable housing developers, especially those developing large multi-family rental projects.  
Local governments may eliminate this expense for a set period of years by exempting 
affordable housing developments from property taxes, assessing property at lower than 
market value, or subsidizing tax payments. 
 
o Reduce number of public hearings needed.  See “Public hearing requirements” in the 
Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Reduced parking requirements.  See “Minimum parking requirements” in the Barriers 
section of this glossary. 
 
o Relaxed stormwater management standards.  See “Stormwater retention regulations” in 
the Barriers section of this glossary. 
 
o Sale of government-owned buildings at below market value and/or sale of government-
owned land at below market value.  One option for local governments that wish to 
subsidize affordable housing is to sell off existing assets at below market value provided they 
receive assurances that affordable housing will be built on the site.  For example, an obsolete 
school building may be converted to rental apartments or vacant land may be developed. 
 
o Sliding scale for fees/exactions based on unit size.  Rather than using a per unit 
methodology, jurisdictions may tie the level of fees and exactions to the size of the unit.  
Such a policy would benefit affordable housing developments, since many tend to be 
somewhat smaller than market rate housing.  
 
o Special review team.  In order to improve the speed and consistency of the development 
review process for affordable housing developers, local governments may create a separate 
review team to consider affordable housing applications. 
 
o Tax Increment Financing district with affordable housing requirement.  Tax Increment 
Financing (TIF) allows jurisdictions to sell bonds to finance debt based on the amount of 
future revenue projected for an area after improvements are made.  TIF districts are often 
created to provide public funding for public-private partnerships, and jurisdictions could tie 
the creation of these districts to provisions requiring affordable housing. 
 
o Zone land for denser development.  See “Limited density allowed” in the Barriers section 
of this report. 
 
o Zone more multi-family land.  See “Lack of land zoned for multi-family” in the Barriers 
section of this report. 
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APPENDIX B.  SURVEY INSTRUMENT  
 
Below is a complete list of the survey questions asked, as well as the basic data received for all 
69 completed surveys.  The formatting of the questions has been changed for this report but the 
content of questions is unchanged.  Also, the answers to the survey’s three open-ended questions 
(Q15, Q24, and Q26) are presented verbatim except for fixing obvious spelling errors and 
making other edits where the answer might reveal the identity of the respondent.  In these cases, 
text was edited or deleted to protect anonymity. 
 
Other researchers are welcome to replicate all or parts of the survey with the author’s permission. 
 
Q1. Does your organization develop affordable housing (i.e., housing that is reserved for households 
earning 80 percent or less of area median income) in North Carolina? 
Response Choices # Responding % Responding 
Yes 69 100% 
No 0 0% 
 
 
Q2. Has your organization completed the development of 10 or more units of affordable housing 
(i.e., single- or multi-family units developed for the specific purpose of providing housing that is 
reserved for households earning 80 percent or less of area median income) in North Carolina within 
the past three years? 
Response Choices # Responding % Responding 
Yes 69 100% 
No 0 0% 
 
 
Q3. Is your organization a for-profit or non-profit housing developer? 
Response Choices # Responding % Responding 
For-profit 18 26.09% 
Non-profit 51 73.91% 
 
 
Q4. Does your organization develop single-family affordable housing, multi-family affordable 
housing, or both? (Check only one box.) 
Response Choices # Responding % Responding 
Single-family 33 47.83% 
Multi-family 16 23.19% 
Both 20 28.99% 
 
 
Q5. Approximately what percentage of the homes your organization develops are affordable (i.e., 
reserved to rent/sell to households earning 80% or less of area median income)? 
Response Choices # Responding % Responding 
25% or below 2 2.90% 
From 26% to 50% 3 4.35% 
From 51% to 75% 2 2.90% 
76% or above 62 89.86% 
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Q6. How many of your organization's staff are involved--directly or in a supporting role--
in affordable housing development?  (E.g., a full-time director and a half-time assistant equals 1.5 
full-time equivalents or FTEs.) 
Response Choices # Responding % Responding 
Between 1 and 5 42 60.87% 
Between 6 and 10 10 14.49% 
Between 11 and 15 8 11.59% 
Between 16 and 20 1 1.45% 
21 or more 8 11.59% 
 
 
Q7. In which North Carolina counties have you developed affordable housing during the past 5 
years?  (Please select all that apply.) 
Response Choices # Responding % Responding 
[*All 100 counties in the state were listed, and as a group 
respondents indicated 68 counties where they work.] 68* NA 
 
 
Q8. In the past 5 years, has your organization developed affordable housing in any states besides 
North Carolina? 
Response Choices # Responding % Responding 
No 52 76.47% 
Yes 16 23.53% 
 
 
Q9. Approximately how many units of affordable rental housing (reserved for tenants earning 80% 
or less of area median income) has your organization developed in North Carolina during the past 5 
years? 
Response Choices # Responding % Responding 
None 30 44.12% 
Between 1 and 50 6 8.82% 
Between 51 and 150 17 25.00% 
Between 151 and 250 5 7.35% 
Between 251 and 350 2 2.94% 
Between 351 and 450 2 2.94% 
451 or more 6 8.82% 
 
 
Q10. Approximately how many units of affordable for-sale/ownership housing (reserved for buyers 
earning 80% or less of area median income) has your organization developed in North Carolina 
during the past 5 years? 
Response Choices # Responding % Responding 
None 20 30.77% 
Between 1 and 25 18 27.69% 
Between 26 and 50 15 23.08% 
Between 51 and 75 7 10.77% 
Between 76 and 100 3 4.62% 
Between 101 and 150 1 1.54% 
151 or above 1 1.54% 
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Q11. To what extent have each of the below types of LOCAL GOVERNMENT policies and 
procedures been barriers to your organization's development of affordable housing in North 
Carolina over the past 5 years?   (Focus only on policies and procedures that your organization has 
actually encountered in NC.  Later questions will ask about strategies that might be effective, 
whether or not your organization has encountered them.) 
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Minimum lot sizes 42.65% 22.06% 8.82% 11.76% 14.71% 
Minimum house footprint or square footage sizes 47.06% 14.71% 16.18% 5.88% 16.18% 
Special/conditional use permit requirement 28.36% 19.40% 19.40% 19.4% 13.43% 
Limited density allowed 29.85% 22.39% 20.9% 14.93% 11.94% 
Lack of land zoned for multifamily 18.84% 10.14% 13.04% 31.88% 26.09% 
Prohibitions on single room occupancy 38.24% 4.41% 2.94% 1.47% 52.94% 
Stormwater retention regulations  24.24% 15.15% 25.76% 16.67% 18.18% 
Locally-imposed environmental regulations (e.g., stream 
buffers or slope protection)  27.94% 16.18% 23.53% 13.24% 19.12% 
Locally-imposed historic district standards  27.94% 27.94% 14.71% 7.35% 22.06% 
Minimum street widths  36.76% 26.47% 14.71% 5.88% 16.18% 
Minimum setback standards  35.29% 29.41% 23.53% 4.41% 7.35% 
Sidewalk requirements  30.88% 25% 17.65% 11.76% 14.71% 
 
 
Q12. LOCAL REGULATORY BARRIERS CONTINUED: Again, to what extent have each of the 
below types of LOCAL GOVERNMENT policies and procedures been barriers to your 
organization's development of affordable housing over the past 5 years? (Focus on what your 
organization has encountered in NC.) 
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Open space/green space requirements  27.94% 35.29% 19.12% 4.41% 13.24% 
Minimum parking requirements  33.33% 30.43% 23.19% 4.35% 8.70% 
Restrictions on accessory dwelling units ("granny flats")  49.25% 5.97% 5.97% 0% 38.81% 
Height restrictions on buildings  46.38% 10.14% 8.70% 1.45% 33.33% 
Fees for schools, parks, roads, etc.  29.41% 13.24% 25.00% 7.35% 25.00% 
Process for rezoning too cumbersome  17.91% 13.43% 29.85% 26.87% 11.94% 
Public hearing requirements  23.53% 23.53% 22.06% 23.53% 7.35% 
Urban growth boundaries (limit development on outskirts)  43.28% 13.43% 7.46% 5.97% 29.85% 
Minimum street frontage requirements  36.76% 27.94% 14.71% 5.88% 14.71% 
Affordable housing must be dispersed based on 
geography/poverty level of area  39.71% 17.65% 8.82% 8.82% 25.00% 
Caps or quotas on building permits  53.62% 13.04% 4.35% 5.8% 23.19% 
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Q13. ADDITIONAL BARRIERS: To what extent have each of the other factors listed below been 
barriers to your organization's development of affordable housing in North Carolina over the past 
5 years? (Again, please focus on only those factors your organization has actually encountered in 
NC as barriers.) 
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Lack of capacity (budget, staff, etc.) at your organization  22.73% 19.70% 25.76% 31.82% 0% 
Minimal support from local elected officials  25.37% 28.36% 25.37% 20.90% 0% 
Minimal support from local government staff  25.00% 33.82% 26.47% 14.71% 0% 
Resistance from citizens/NIMBYism  14.93% 31.34% 19.40% 28.36% 5.97% 
Difficulty finding architects, engineers, contractors, etc.  42.42% 36.36% 15.15% 3.03% 3.03% 
Local development review process too lengthy  17.65% 30.88% 17.65% 27.94% 5.88% 
Inconsistent (hard to predict) development review process  22.73% 31.82% 13.64% 24.24% 7.58% 
Local permitting process too lengthy  27.94% 22.06% 23.53% 22.06% 4.41% 
Inconsistent (hard to predict) permitting process  34.33% 17.91% 17.91% 23.88% 5.97% 
 
 
Q14. ADDITIONAL BARRIERS CONTINUED: Again, to what extent have each of the other 
factors listed below been barriers to your organization's development of affordable housing in 
North Carolina over the past 5 years? (Focus on only those factors your organization has actually 
encountered in NC as barriers.) 
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Lack of federal/state funds for affordable housing 
development  13.24% 14.71% 35.29% 33.82% 2.94% 
Lack of local funds for affordable housing development  8.82% 14.71% 36.76% 36.76% 2.94% 
Lack of private funds to invest in affordable housing  19.40% 16.42% 32.84% 28.36% 2.99% 
Not enough funds for your organization's operating budget  22.39% 22.39% 29.85% 23.88% 1.49% 
Poor coordination among local government's departments  19.12% 32.35% 23.53% 19.12% 5.88% 
Limited availability of buildable land  10.45% 14.93% 16.42% 55.22% 2.99% 
Poor info on availability of buildable lots  17.91% 29.85% 19.40% 23.88% 8.96% 
High cost of buildable land  4.48% 11.94% 16.42% 61.19% 5.97% 
Lack of funds for predevelopment expenses  13.43% 16.42% 25.37% 41.79% 2.99% 
Market conditions not conducive to building  32.84% 26.87% 23.88% 5.97% 10.45% 
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Q15. What other barriers to developing affordable housing has your organization encountered in 
North Carolina over the past 5 years?  (Please be brief.) 
Rising construction costs. 
Construction cost increases! 
Credit issues for first-time homeowners. Competition with manufactured housing for potential buyers 
Lack of compatibility between different funding sources. 
Increased permitting fees. 
Timely access to City/County sewer systems. 
Mostly land and money. 
Resistance from NC State Housing Finance Agency (i.e., Agency preferences not consistent with market 
needs). 
The use of HOME funds creates tremendous paperwork while minimizing the amount of program income 
that can be use for housing administration. 
Lack of progressive zoning, such as inclusionary zoning, that would guarantee a certain percentage of 
housing development go for affordable. Local governments are reluctant to raise price caps to meet 
market conditions, making local housing trust funds unusable. Divided city council that allows 
NIMBYism to sway votes on conditional use permits. A city council that publicly claims affordable 
housing as number one priority, yet lacks a comprehensive plan to govern their own actions, let alone 
those of developers/builders. Unwillingness for city government to assume any risk as a partner in 
affordable housing development. A city government that insists on receiving market rate prices for 
surplus land that is offered up for affordable housing development.  
Federal funds are available in the city limits, but land is available to multi-family units or commercial 
development; relatively few permits are given annually to single dwelling houses. So we have some 
funding, but unable to leverage due to shortage of buildable land. 
Building moratoriums due to huge growth issues and high land costs due to tremendous growth in our 
area. High costs of building materials such as lumber, concrete, etc. City officials who want to run out 
lower-income families and illegal immigrants. 
NIMBYism on one development especially. 
You've hit the major ones above.  
Building costs, customer incomes, ongoing operations expenses for developed properties, insurance costs, 
real estate taxes, lack of understanding at the local levels of what affordable housing is and its impact on 
the locality, labor, fair housing, financing programs designed specifically for affordable housing, lack of 
developer incentives to encourage development and continued ownership. 
Scattered site policy, competing regulations from varied funding sources, inordinately long time between 
grant submittal and dollars available. 
Limited amount of tax credits and no rental assistance. 
Lack of affordable land is our major barrier. 
That about sums it up! 
Strong housing market makes it more difficult to attract general contractors to a government funded 
project. 
Land is too expensive and insufficient subsidies are the primary impediments. 
Sewer capacity or allocation of sewer, locally imposed conditions (above and beyond standards) as part of 
a special or conditional use permit; i.e., additional landscaped buffer which otherwise would not be 
required, and enhanced traffic control otherwise not required. 
A main problem has been small towns do not want affordable housing even if they needed it because they 
do not want anymore of "those type people."  The NC Institute of Government has been a big problem by 
instructing these small municipalities how to legally, and with it being considered a fair housing issue, to 
establish moratoriums, change zoning, deny conditional use permits and how to stop affordable housing. 
Another issue is the high taxes that affordable housing has to pay when it has restrictive rents. Also, due 
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to Public Housing ran by Housing authorities in some areas has some many problems that is what people 
think affordable housing is, "HUD Housing" as they call it and they do not want that. I would be glad to 
give you specific events over the years if you would like that are true examples. 
You've covered all of them in your questions, above. NIMBYism has been a major factor for us. 
Subdivision requirements for curb, gutter and sidewalk (all of concrete) have dramatically increased the 
cost of development. Master plan requires these additions to subdivision and while they create a better 
neighbor, they are difficult to follow and have affordable housing. 
Lack of education and understanding about affordable housing. 
Appraisal of rehabbed housing in neighborhoods that have suffered decline - makes it risky to take on 
these types of projects; also regulations related to rehab are hard to deal with and keep housing affordable. 
Land development now means that our lots are getting too pricey to build affordable homes and, in some 
cases, the lots will not appraise where we need them to appraise. We don't always have good comparables 
for houses - we want to encourage quality construction as well as energy and green design, but will this 
translate to something that will appraise properly? 
Local governments placing moratoriums on re-zonings or on approving sewer capacity. The sewer 
allocation process is actually a large barrier in itself. This is the way many local governments keep multi-
family developments out by denying sewer capacity for the development. Other barriers are the process in 
dealing with wetlands and Army Corps of Engineers in obtaining permitting for crossing a wetlands area. 
Another barrier is the timing required for utilizing HOME funds. If you obtain HOME or CDBG funds 
from a local government or COG, they restrict the developer from entering into any construction contracts 
or beginning grading or anything until they go through this lengthy public notification and environmental 
and historic review process. It holds everything up at least 60-120 days.  
We have tried for years to obtain additional land, the cost is prohibitive. 
Lack of public awareness of need for housing and broader impact housing has on education, health, and 
other critical community issues. Lack of understanding of the realities of the working poor. 
Merely the efficiency of volunteers: builders, board members, etc. 
Changes at the state level in the allocation and distribution of tax credits under the Qualified Allocation 
Plan. Specifically, caps put on the amount of tax credits allowed per unit, and the fees that can be earned 
by the developer. 
A major barrier has been the timeline/application process associated with public funding sources. Many 
funding sources have a single application cycle that does not work with other funding sources' application
cycles. This slows the development process down and wastes time, money, other resources. Funding 
sources should have rolling application cycles. Many of the use restrictions and deed restrictions imposed 
by funding sources such as HUD, NCHFA, etc. conflict with each other. This makes using multiple 
sources of funds very difficult and increases legal expenses. The difficulty of applying for project-based 
rental assistance is a huge barrier to the development of affordable housing. There are sources of capital 
available but rental assistance is a necessity for housing which serves the lowest levels of income. 
Projects that have 100% capital financing (zero debt) still need rental assistance to operate and maintain 
the property. This is not just an issue with HUD but also with Housing Authorities at a local level. 
Limits to private funding in the community. 
 
 
Q16. In your organization's experience, how significant a role does LOCAL GOVERNMENT play 
in terms of barriers to affordable housing development, when compared to the state or federal 
government, market forces, internal capacity of your organization, and other factors? 
Response Choices # Responding % Responding 
The most important role 20 28.99% 
Very important but less important than some other factors 31 44.93% 
Only somewhat important 15 21.74% 
Not at all important 3 4.35% 
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Q17. THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ASK ABOUT TOOLS AND STRATEGIES THAT 
MIGHT BETTER ENABLE YOUR ORGANIZATION TO DEVELOP AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING.  YOU NEED NOT HAVE ENCOUNTERED THESE STRATEGIES TO COMMENT 
ON HOW EFFECTIVE YOU THINK THEY COULD BE.   In your opinion, to what extent might 
the following types of direct financial support from LOCAL GOVERNMENTS help your 
organization's efforts to develop affordable housing? 
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Low interest predevelopment loans/grants  14.49% 10.14% 14.49% 55.07% 5.80% 
Low interest construction loans/grants  16.42% 4.48% 19.40% 59.70% 0% 
Low interest permanent loans/grants  13.04% 2.90% 15.94% 68.12% 0% 
Low interest loans/grants for rehabilitation of existing housing 8.82% 16.18% 14.71% 51.47% 8.82% 
Grants to subsidize your organization's operating budget  18.84% 8.70% 7.25% 60.87% 4.35% 
Payments on your organization's behalf to help lock in a 
lower interest rate for a private lender loan  20.29% 13.04% 20.29% 33.33% 13.04% 
 
 
Q18. In your opinion, to what extent might the following types of indirect financial support and 
related fiscal policy choices by LOCAL GOVERNMENTS help your organization 
develop affordable housing? 
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Dedicated funds for housing in local government budget  8.70% 1.45% 14.49% 71.01% 4.35% 
Bond referendum for citizens to vote to fund affordable 
housing  10.29% 5.88% 14.71% 58.82% 10.29% 
Tax Increment Financing (TIF) district with affordable 
housing requirement  11.76% 7.35% 17.65% 45.59% 17.65% 
Loans/grants to potential renters/buyers to increase their 
purchasing power  15.94% 13.04% 10.14% 52.17% 8.70% 
Property tax abatements (reduced/forgiven for a set period)  11.76% 11.76% 17.65% 50.00% 8.82% 
Fee waivers (permits, exactions, etc.) for affordable 
housing  8.70% 10.14% 14.49% 63.77% 2.90% 
Sale of government-owned land at below market value for 
affordable housing creation  8.70% 4.35% 15.94% 65.22% 5.80% 
Sale of government-owned buildings at below market value 
for conversion to affordable housing  11.76% 5.88% 17.65% 51.47% 13.24% 
Land assembly and land banking to create suitable lots for 
affordable housing  13.04% 4.35% 13.04% 62.32% 7.25% 
Government-funded infrastructure improvement to 
encourage affordable housing  7.35% 4.41% 19.12% 66.18% 2.94% 
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Q19. In your opinion, to what extent might the following forms of leadership by LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS help your organization develop affordable housing? 
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Promotion of affordable housing by local elected officials  5.80% 8.70% 14.49% 71.01% 0% 
Partner with housing advocacy groups to raise awareness  8.82% 17.65% 17.65% 54.41% 1.47% 
Serve as an active intermediary between developers & 
citizens  7.35% 23.53% 23.53% 42.65% 2.94% 
Cooperate with neighboring jurisdictions to address 
affordable housing  2.94% 23.53% 27.94% 44.12% 1.47% 
Pressure state/federal government to support affordable 
housing  4.35% 10.14% 11.59% 65.22% 8.70% 
Include affordable housing as a goal in the local 
comprehensive plan  5.80% 7.25% 17.39% 69.57% 0% 
Create a task force or committee to address affordable 
housing  8.70% 21.74% 20.29% 47.83% 1.45% 
Establish local housing trust fund to raise public/private 
money for affordable housing  7.25% 4.35% 8.70% 72.46% 7.25% 
Engage local employers on the issue of affordable housing  10.14% 8.70% 20.29% 56.52% 4.35% 
 
 
Q20. In your opinion, to what extent might the following types of education and outreach by 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS help your organization develop affordable housing? 
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Direct technical assistance to affordable housing developers 16.18% 22.06% 17.65% 39.71% 4.41% 
Info related to local, state, federal housing programs  10.29% 23.53% 25.00% 39.71% 1.47% 
Info on the local development process  5.80% 20.29% 23.19% 49.28% 1.45% 
Assist in identifying available land  5.80% 7.25% 20.29% 65.22% 1.45% 
Educate the public about affordable housing  7.25% 13.04% 26.09% 53.62% 0% 
Market/promote successful affordable housing projects  5.80% 8.70% 23.19% 59.42% 2.90% 
Conduct/disseminate market research on local affordable 
housing needs  7.25% 10.14% 27.54% 55.07% 0% 
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Q21. In your opinion, to what extent might the following types of land use and other 
regulatory actions by LOCAL GOVERNMENTS help your organization develop affordable 
housing? 
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Zone more multifamily land  11.76% 11.76% 26.47% 35.29% 14.71% 
Density bonus if project has affordable housing  7.25% 10.14% 17.39% 53.62% 11.59% 
Lenient standards for street width, sidewalks, other 
infrastructure  8.70% 20.29% 30.43% 31.88% 8.70% 
Zone land for denser development  7.25% 13.04% 28.99% 37.68% 13.04% 
Fewer standards for preservation of trees, other vegetation  23.19% 36.23% 21.74% 11.59% 7.25% 
Fewer standards for new vegetation/landscaping  23.19% 36.23% 26.09% 8.70% 5.80% 
Less stringent sediment/erosion control standards  26.09% 28.99% 27.54% 11.59% 5.80% 
Inclusionary zoning requiring a certain % affordable units 
for most developments  13.04% 11.59% 14.49% 56.52% 4.35% 
Inclusionary zoning encouraging (not requiring) a certain % 
of affordable units  15.94% 21.74% 18.84% 39.13% 4.35% 
Flexible standards for lot size, setback  10.14% 24.64% 27.54% 31.88% 5.80% 
Flexible standards for building size, footprint  11.59% 27.54% 24.64% 30.43% 5.80% 
 
 
Q22. Again, to what extent might these additional types of land use and other regulatory actions by 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS help your organization develop affordable housing? 
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Reduced parking requirements  21.74% 23.19% 24.64% 23.19% 7.25% 
Less open space/green space required  20.59% 23.53% 30.88% 17.65% 7.35% 
Flexible design guidelines  14.93% 19.40% 28.36% 32.84% 4.48% 
Allow single room occupancy projects  20.29% 18.84% 11.59% 14.49% 34.78% 
Less stringent local environmental standards (e.g., stream 
buffers, slope protection)  18.84% 31.88% 28.99% 13.04% 7.25% 
Relaxed stormwater management standards  17.39% 28.99% 30.43% 15.94% 7.25% 
Overlay to allow use by right for affordable housing in all 
zoning districts  11.59% 17.39% 20.29% 42.03% 8.70% 
Do not take into consideration proximity to other affordable 
housing  13.24% 25.00% 25.00% 26.47% 10.29% 
Allow accessory dwelling units (i.e., "granny flats")  17.39% 26.09% 8.70% 14.49% 33.33% 
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Q23. In your opinion, to what extent might the following types of administrative processes by 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS help your organization develop affordable housing? 
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Fee-in-lieu payments as alternative to certain amenities  13.04% 28.99% 17.39% 21.74% 18.84% 
Sliding scale for fees/exactions based on unit size  7.35% 26.47% 23.53% 30.88% 11.76% 
Fast track review for affordable housing  8.70% 13.04% 20.29% 52.17% 5.80% 
Special review team for affordable housing  13.04% 11.59% 26.09% 43.48% 5.80% 
Reduce number of public hearings needed for plan approval 8.82% 10.29% 27.94% 44.12% 8.82% 
Make development review process more 
consistent/predictable  8.70% 13.04% 26.09% 44.93% 7.25% 
Improve coordination of departments involved in review 
(e.g. concurrent review by multiple departments)  10.14% 13.04% 26.09% 44.93% 5.80% 
Develop online tool to monitor status of applications  7.25% 18.84% 26.09% 37.68% 10.14% 
Create "one-stop" permitting center for all questions/ 
submittals  5.80% 13.04% 17.39% 55.07% 8.70% 
 
 
Q24. What other tools and strategies could LOCAL GOVERNMENTS pursue that might better 
enable your organization to develop affordable housing?  (Please provide a brief explanation.) 
Designating a staff person to be the housing liaison—most of the small towns in our region cannot afford 
a housing person. Another idea would be for a regional approach to housing needs. 
Attitude of cooperation, not competition, with local housing agencies by the local community 
development programs.  
Putting stronger language into the local land use ordinances that advocate affordable housing throughout 
the city. 
Have an organized County effort to accommodate the critical need for affordable housing with 
Developers.  
Improve building construction inspection procedures to eliminate different interpretations of codes by 
members of same building code staff. Assist in establishing a community land trust to hold land in 
perpetuity as a means of taking costs of land out of development.  
Interdepartmental coordination is a significant problem when working in particular large jurisdictions. It 
really slows down your construction progress, and creates much staff labor-intensive activity to be the 
catalyst for solving interdepartmental problems by having to "walk everything through" or "talk 
everything through" the various departments, to resolve your time-sensitive construction issues. 
An affordable housing planner who specializes in shepherding projects through the process. 
Do not allow NIMBYism to affect future of development. Eliminate public hearings. 
Allow concurrent submittal/review of building permits while site plan/special use permits are pending,  
reduce or waive application fees for site plan, special use, building permits, and tap and impact fees 
Part of the problem is that staff a lot of times are against affordable housing themselves (they have their 
own agendas), or they have been instructed from a higher level to let you know they do not want 
affordable housing. If you can get a site approved and receive tax credits, the two year rule to receive a 
certificate of occupancy is getting very hard.  I have had it take over a year just to get all your permits to 
start construction. No one cares about your time constraints and the local, state or federal level. You can 
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not yell but so much because they will make it even more difficult. Another excuse that is being used is 
the population of a town has too many rental units within the limits. 
More local government participation and partnerships. 
We are a non-profit development partner of our city and therefore, much of what is listed about local 
government is already in place - it works well and our model allows us to get a fair number of units up. 
We need better tools to encourage reuse of existing properties rather than all new construction. Otherwise 
our downtown neighborhoods will be destroyed by demolition for new/bigger up to date housing and 
gentrification or remain as slums. 
The county has never shown any interest in affordable housing. 
In many questions on the survey, especially those in terms of raising awareness, I've indicated no opinion 
or not helpful because in the education arena I don't think local governments are particularly effective.  
Also, I do not think citizens want to see municipalities spend money on this; there is more tolerance for 
state dollars spent on this and a greater chance for higher quality marketing strategies and products.  
We do not wish government to be involved in our organization. 
 
 
Q25. How would you rank the following factors in terms of their impact on your organization's 
ability to build affordable housing?  (Please rank the choices in order from 1 to 6, with 1 being the 
most important factor.) 
Response Choices Mean Score 
(lower = more important) 
Federal government policies and programs 3.26 
State government policies and programs 3.26 
Local government (county or municipal) policies and programs 2.64 
Market forces 3.41 
Your organization's internal capabilities (financial, staffing and other) 3.13 
Other factors 5.13 
 
 
Q26. If you have any other relevant information to share, please do so below. 
NC has a housing issue for the working poor. However, I do not believe that many see this because of the 
housing boom in the housing market. Nonprofits, CDC's and all of us that do housing need to find a 
different approach to what to do to help solve this problem. Is it changing the word "affordable" to 
workforce housing, the American dream campaign, etc.? But we need to approach it differently to help 
the citizens of our local communities. I am thankful for all those that are moving to our great state, but we 
have people here that need our help and need to tap into the resources. 
Our local government is very supportive of our work. They facilitate all aspects of development for us. 
They treat us as a most-valued partner in their affordable housing plans. 
Education of municipal and county council/commission members on the complexity and methods of 
affordable housing is needed badly. Conservatism based on lack of supporting state legislation or lack of 
will also contribute greatly to faltering successes in our city and county. 
We have found that our biggest problem is the competition for funding in small rural markets. It seems 
that the cities get most of the money and approvals. This doesn't seem fair as the poor are pushed out of 
the cities and to the rural markets where there is a scarcity of housing already. 
The local planning department gave us an estimate to develop infrastructure for a certain number of single 
family dwelling units, and in 6 months time the estimate rose about $4,000 per unit.  Also, new 
regulations regarding storm water run-off are costly in terms of using land efficiently.  
My activity is primarily acquisition/rehab so the local approval process is less a factor. Greater 
cooperation and assistance from state and federal agencies would help tremendously. Too often they take 
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the attitude that their role is to defend public funds rather than use them to act as a partner in the 
development process.  
There are enough obstacles to overcome in developing affordable housing, and when public hearings are 
involved that one obstacle typically becomes insurmountable. If each municipality had a set standard for 
affordable housing development approval and public hearings were eliminated, then local politics and 
public ignorance would not affect affordable housing development.  
There is need for affordable homes but there is a great lack of affordable land. Local government could 
help to find land or condemn abandoned land and donate it to non-profit organization.  
For our organization the greatest barrier is at the local government level, including fees and staff support 
for projects. While clearly staff doesn't need to support our projects, it somehow seems to slow down the 
review of submittals. Impact fees, application fees and building permits fees are large costs that consume 
a good bit of a project budget early on. On the state/federal level, a big barrier is the need to prepare a 
HUD-1 Environmental review for a project. 
I think that as far as tax credits are concerned we need to take a look at what we are building. With the 
cost of material going up, property taxes, insurance, and utilities all things we can not control as a 
developer it makes it very hard to make the numbers work on deals. Tenants want an affordable, decent, 
safe place to live with low rents. Because of the design standards we have to build by the cost per unit and 
the operating cost for those units are extremely high, which means we have a very hard time establishing 
rents that are affordable to the restricted income limits we are required to use.  
Public-private partnerships are needed. Our organization is the bridge between the local government 
funding/technical assistance and the private sector as builder. We own the land, act as the developer and 
then sell lots to builders who agree to build according to our requirements. We also provide real 
estate/homeownership outreach services as a listing and buyer brokerage. The fees earned from sales help 
support overall operations. We have excellent sources of silent mortgage (down payment assistance) from 
the state and local sources, which keeps housing affordable. We work with the city, use  money to 
develop, use state dollars to help homebuyers, and the market forces have a clear impact - plus, of course, 
our own capacity to pull it all together. I think I would really like to rate all areas equally. 
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APPENDIX C.  DATA BY RESPONDENT TYPE 
 
This appendix lists selected data by respondent type to illustrate differences between for-profit 
and non-profit developers, and between single-family and multi-family developers.  Note the 
overlap between for-profit and multi-family respondents (12 of 16 for-profits only develop multi-
family units), and between non-profit and single-family respondents (32 of 51 non-profits only 
develop single-family units).  Also, note that comparisons between single-family and multi-
family developers exclude data from the 20 developers who build both types of housing.  Finally, 
the number (n) of respondents by developer type is listed for each table, but on rare occasion a 
respondent did not answer every question in a category and therefore the percentages provided 
do not always exactly match the total number of respondents.  
 
MISCELLANEOUS QUESTIONS 
 
Respondent breakdown by tax status and type of development built (n=69). 
Response Choices Single-family Multi-family Single & Multi 
For-profit 1 (1.4%) 12 (17.4%) 5 (7.2%) 
Non-profit 32 (46.4%) 4 (5.8%) 15 (21.7%) 
 
 
How significant a role does local government play in terms of barriers to affordable housing 
development, when compared to state or federal government, market forces, internal capacity of 
your organization, and other factors?  Data are listed by respondent type. 
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The most important role 33.3% 27.5% 43.8% 27.3% 
Very important but less important than some other factors 50.0% 43.1% 37.5% 36.4% 
Only somewhat important 16.7% 23.5% 18.8% 27.3% 
Not at all important 0.0% 5.9% 0.0% 9.1% 
 
 
How would you rank the following factors in terms of their impact on your organization's ability to 
build affordable housing?  The factors were ranked in order from 1 to 6 by respondents, with 1 
being the most important factor.  Data presented here are averaged and listed by respondent type. 
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Federal government policies and programs 1.78 3.78 2.06 4.00 
State government policies and programs 2.28 3.61 2.63 3.78 
Local government (county/municipal) policies & programs 3.00 2.51 2.81 2.55 
Market forces 3.39 3.41 3.50 3.36 
Your org.'s internal capabilities (financial, staffing, other) 5.11 2.43 4.50 2.15 
Other factors 5.44 5.02 5.50 4.97 
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BARRIERS 
 
Percent of each respondent type who reported that each of the below types of local government 
policies and procedures had been moderate/large barriers to their organization's development of 
affordable housing in North Carolina over the past 5 years. 
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Minimum lot sizes 11.8% 23.5% 12.5% 27.3% 
Minimum house footprint or square footage sizes 23.5% 21.8% 25.0% 24.2% 
Special/conditional use permit requirement 55.6% 32.7% 68.8% 25.0% 
Limited density allowed 52.9% 30.0% 66.7% 21.9% 
Lack of land zoned for multifamily 83.3% 31.4% 93.8% 15.2% 
Prohibitions on single room occupancy 5.9% 3.9% 6.3% 6.1% 
Stormwater retention regulations  46.7% 41.2% 50.0% 33.3% 
Locally-imposed environmental regulations 47.1% 33.3% 37.5% 33.3% 
Locally-imposed historic district standards  11.8% 25.5% 18.8% 27.3% 
Minimum street widths  11.8% 23.5% 6.3% 21.2% 
Minimum setback standards  17.6% 31.4% 18.8% 24.2% 
Sidewalk requirements  23.5% 31.4% 25.0% 30.3% 
Open space/green space requirements  23.5% 23.5% 18.8% 24.2% 
Minimum parking requirements  38.9% 23.5% 31.3% 15.2% 
Restrictions on accessory dwelling units ("granny flats")  17.7% 2.0% 12.5% 3.0% 
Height restrictions on buildings  38.9% 0.0% 31.3% 0.0% 
Fees for schools, parks, roads, etc.  50.0% 26.0% 37.5% 21.9% 
Process for rezoning too cumbersome  58.8% 56.0% 68.8% 45.5% 
Public hearing requirements  52.9% 43.1% 56.3% 36.4% 
Urban growth boundaries (limit development on outskirts)  29.4% 8.0% 18.8% 12.1% 
Minimum street frontage requirements  23.5% 19.6% 25.0% 21.2% 
Aff housing must be dispersed based on geography/poverty 41.2% 9.8% 43.4% 3.0% 
Caps or quotas on building permits  22.2% 5.9% 18.8% 3.0% 
 
Percent of each respondent type who reported that each of the other factors listed below been 
moderate/large barriers to their organization's development of affordable housing in North 
Carolina over the past 5 years. 
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Lack of capacity (budget, staff, etc.) at your organization  23.5% 69.4% 25.0% 62.5% 
Minimal support from local elected officials  44.5% 46.9% 50.0% 38.7% 
Minimal support from local government staff  33.3% 44.0% 37.5% 37.5% 
Resistance from citizens/NIMBYism  47.1% 48.0% 53.3% 34.4% 
Difficulty finding architects, engineers, contractors, etc.  12.5% 20.0% 13.3% 9.4% 
Local development review process too lengthy  55.6% 42.0% 56.3% 28.1% 
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Response Choices 
(continued) 
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Inconsistent (hard to predict) development review process  61.1% 29.2% 56.3% 16.1% 
Local permitting process too lengthy  61.1% 40.0% 62.5% 31.3% 
Inconsistent (hard to predict) permitting process  61.1% 34.7% 62.5% 28.1% 
Lack of federal/state funds for aff. housing development  72.2% 68.0% 68.8% 50.0% 
Lack of local funds for affordable housing development  66.7% 76.0% 62.5% 65.6% 
Lack of private funds to invest in affordable housing  47.1% 66.0% 43.8% 59.4% 
Not enough funds for your organization's operating budget  35.3% 60.0% 37.5% 46.9% 
Poor coordination among local government's departments  55.6% 38.0% 43.8% 21.9% 
Limited availability of buildable land  82.4% 68.0% 87.5% 71.9% 
Poor info on availability of buildable lots  35.3% 46.0% 31.3% 59.4% 
High cost of buildable land  82.4% 76.0% 75.0% 81.3% 
Lack of funds for predevelopment expenses  52.9% 72.0% 37.5% 68.8% 
Market conditions not conducive to building  29.4% 30.0% 18.8% 25.0% 
 
 
 
FACILITATORS 
 
Percent of each respondent type who reported that each of the following types of direct financial 
support from local government were a moderate/large help to their organization's efforts to 
develop affordable housing. 
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Low interest predevelopment loans/grants  61.1% 72.6% 50.0% 69.7% 
Low interest construction loans/grants  83.3% 77.6% 68.8% 74.2% 
Low interest permanent loans/grants  88.9% 82.4% 87.5% 75.8% 
Low interest loans/grants for rehabilitation of existing housing 72.2% 64.0% 75.0% 56.3% 
Grants to subsidize your organization's operating budget  22.2% 84.3% 31.3% 81.8% 
Payments on your org's behalf to lock in a low interest rate 38.9% 58.8% 31.3% 51.5% 
 
Percent of each respondent type who reported that each of the following types of indirect financial 
support and related fiscal policy choices by local governments would be a moderate/large help to 
their organization’s efforts to develop affordable housing. 
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Dedicated funds for housing in local government budget  72.2% 90.2% 68.8% 87.9% 
Bond referendum for citizens to vote to fund aff. housing  55.6% 80.0% 68.8% 66.7% 
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Response Choices 
(continued) 
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Tax Increment Financingdistrict w/ aff housing requirement 61.1% 64.0% 56.3% 62.5% 
Loans/grants to potential renters/buyers 50.0% 66.7% 43.8% 69.7% 
Property tax abatements (reduced/forgiven for a set period)  77.8% 64.0% 75.0% 54.5% 
Fee waivers (permits, exactions, etc.) for aff. housing  72.2% 80.4% 62.5% 78.8% 
Sale of government-owned land at below market value 66.7% 86.3% 62.5% 84.9% 
Sale of government-owned buildings at below market value 61.1% 72.0% 60.0% 63.6% 
Land assembly and land banking to create suitable lots 44.4% 86.3% 56.3% 78.8% 
Government-funded infrastructure improvement 77.8% 88.0% 75.0% 84.9% 
 
Percent of each respondent type who reported that the following forms of leadership by local 
governments would be a moderate/large help to their organization’s efforts to develop affordable 
housing. 
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Promotion of affordable housing by local elected officials  72.2% 90.2% 62.5% 90.9% 
Partner with housing advocacy groups to raise awareness  47.1% 80.4% 33.3% 84.9% 
Serve as an intermediary between developers & citizens  66.7% 66.0% 53.3% 66.7% 
Cooperate with neighboring jurisdictions on aff. housing  66.7% 74.0% 62.5% 78.1% 
Pressure state/federal government to support aff. housing  77.8% 76.5% 62.5% 75.8% 
Include affordable housing as a goal in the local comp plan  77.8% 90.2% 75.0% 87.9% 
Create a task force or committee to address aff. housing  44.5% 76.5% 50.0% 75.8% 
Establish local housing trust fund to raise housing money  66.7% 86.3% 62.5% 81.8% 
Engage local employers on the issue of affordable housing  50.0% 86.3% 43.8% 81.8% 
 
Percent of each respondent type who reported that the following types of education and 
outreach by local governments would be a moderate/large help to their organization’s efforts to 
develop affordable housing. 
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Direct technical assistance to affordable housing developers 22.2% 70.0% 25.0% 71.9% 
Info related to local, state, federal housing programs  44.4% 72.0% 43.8% 78.8% 
Info on the local development process  72.2% 72.6% 62.5% 69.7% 
Assist in identifying available land  83.3% 86.3% 81.3% 87.9% 
Educate the public about affordable housing  72.2% 82.4% 56.3% 90.9% 
Market/promote successful affordable housing projects  72.2% 86.3% 62.5% 81.8% 
Conduct market research on local affordable housing needs  83.3% 82.4% 81.3% 81.8% 
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Percent of each respondent type who reported that the following types of land use and other 
regulatory actions by local governments would be a moderate/large help to their organization’s 
efforts to develop affordable housing. 
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Zone more multifamily land  83.3% 54.0% 81.3% 40.6% 
Density bonus if project has affordable housing  72.2% 70.6% 75.0% 66.7% 
Lenient standards for streets, sidewalks, other infrastructure 55.6% 64.7% 50.0% 69.7% 
Zone land for denser development  77.8% 62.7% 81.3% 57.6% 
Fewer standards for preservation of trees, other vegetation  33.3% 33.3% 18.8% 30.3% 
Fewer standards for new vegetation/landscaping  44.5% 31.4% 31.3% 24.2% 
Less stringent sediment/erosion control standards  27.8% 43.1% 31.3% 42.4% 
Inclusionary zoning requiring certain % affordable units  55.6% 76.4% 68.8% 75.8% 
Inclusionary zoning encouraging certain % affordable units  44.5% 62.8% 56.3% 63.6% 
Flexible standards for lot size, setback  55.6% 60.8% 56.3% 66.7% 
Flexible standards for building size, footprint  55.6% 56.9% 50.0% 57.6% 
Reduced parking requirements  66.7% 41.2% 68.8% 33.3% 
Less open space/green space required  50.0% 48.0% 56.3% 43.8% 
Flexible design guidelines  61.1% 61.2% 68.8% 58.1% 
Allow single room occupancy projects  16.7% 29.4% 31.3% 18.2% 
Less stringent local environmental standards 55.6% 37.3% 56.3% 33.3% 
Relaxed stormwater management standards  44.5% 47.1% 50.0% 39.4% 
Overlay to allow aff. housing use by right in all districts  72.2% 58.8% 75.0% 54.5% 
Do not consider proximity to other aff. housing  55.6% 50.0% 56.3% 43.8% 
Allow accessory dwelling units (i.e., "granny flats")  27.8% 21.6% 25.0% 9.1% 
 
Percent of each respondent type who reported that the following sorts of administrative 
processes by local government would be a moderate/large help to their organization’s efforts to 
develop affordable housing. 
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Fee-in-lieu payments as alternative to certain amenities  38.9% 39.2% 43.8% 30.3% 
Sliding scale for fees/exactions based on unit size  55.6% 54.0% 56.3% 54.5% 
Fast track review for affordable housing  88.9% 66.7% 75.0% 66.7% 
Special review team for affordable housing  77.8% 66.7% 62.5% 63.6% 
Reduce number of public hearings needed for plan approval 76.5% 70.6% 75.0% 69.7% 
Make devel. review process more consistent/predictable  77.8% 68.6% 81.3% 66.7% 
Improve coordination of departments involved in review  72.2% 70.6% 62.5% 72.7% 
Develop online tool to monitor status of applications  66.7% 62.7% 50.0% 63.6% 
Create "one-stop" permitting center for all submittals  88.9% 66.7% 81.3% 69.7% 
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